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ABSTRACT
Identifying the Characteristics of and Quality Indicators for Associate Degree 
Culinary Arts Programs: A Survey of Educators and Industry
by
Jean Louise Hertzman
Dr. Robert Ackerman, Examination Committee Chair 
Associate Professor of Educational Leadership 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Since 1981, the number of associate degree culinary arts programs in the United States 
increased from four to 261. Little academic literature exists about these programs and 
their diversity makes clear comparisons of culinary programs difficult. This study 
addresses the research question; What are the common characteristics of associate degree 
culinary arts programs and to what extent can each of these characteristics be used as 
indicators for evaluating the quality of the programs?
The researcher performed content analysis o f232 associate degree culinary arts 
program requirements worksheets to determine the typical curriculum. She analyzed 
information from guidebooks and websites to develop a database of the characteristics of 
261 programs.
The researcher conducted a thorough literature review of quality assessment theories 
and ranking and accreditation systems. Using Dillman’s (2002) Tailored Design Method, 
she developed a survey to assess culinary educators’ and industry chefs’ perceptions of 
the importance of teaching specific professional and general education subjects in
111
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associate degree culinary arts programs and of using certain program characteristics to 
determine program quality.
The survey was mailed to 296 culinary educators and 1107 active chef members of 
the American Culinary Federation. Five hundred ninety-four surveys were returned for a 
response rate of 42.33%. The researcher determined the mean importance ratings of the 
subjects and program characteristics. The most important professional courses were by 
highest mean score, were Sanitation, Basic Cooking/Hot Foods -  Lab, Food and 
Beverage Cost Control, Menu Development, and Saucier. The most important general 
education classes were Business Math, Computer Concepts, Public Speaking, Business 
Writing, and English Composition. The five important quality indicators were Sanitation 
of Kitchen Laboratories, Industry and Subject Experience of Faculty, Required 
Internship, and Placement Rates. Statistically significant differences existed between the 
opinions of the educators and chefs regarding 20 subjects and 17 potential quality 
indicators.
The researcher used the results of analyzing the databases and survey responses to 
develop a recommended curriculum and lists of quality indicators for associate degree 
culinary arts programs. Culinary educators, foodservice industry employers, the 
American Culinary Federation, and potential students and their 6milies can use the 
findings to evaluate and compare associate degree culinary arts programs.
IV
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
This study investigated the characteristics of and appropriate quality assessment 
methods for associate degree culinary arts programs. This first chapter provides the 
background for the study, states the research problem, lists the research questions, and 
describes the significance of the study. It also discusses the methodology and 
delimitations and limitations of the study. Finally, it defines key terms used throughout 
the study.
Background of the Study 
The term “restaurant industry” encompasses commercial and non-commercial eating 
and drinking establishments, including quickservice and fullservice restaurants, taverns, 
hotel food and beverage operations, on-site foodservice for business, education, and 
transportation companies, social caterers, and military foodservice. Total restaurant 
industry sales were expected to reach $476 billion in 2005. Over 12.2 million people 
work in the restaurant industry, “making it the nation’s largest employer outside 
government” (National Restaurant Association [NRA], 2005a). Approximately one- 
fourth of these workers, 3.0 million people, were employed in what is known as the “back
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
of the house” or kitchen operations, as chefs, cooks, and food preparation workers. In 
2002, median hourly wages for head chefs and cooks was $13.43, while median wages 
for restaurant cooks were $9.16 (Bureau of Labor Statistics [BLS], 2004).
Restaurant industry employment is expected to increase to 14 million people by 2015 
(National Restaurant Association [NRA], 2005b). The labor-intensive nature of 
foodservice causes eating and drinking establishments to have the lowest sales per full­
time equivalent employee of any retail trade. The NRA (2005b) projected the need for 
foodservice managers to increase by 11% and the number of cooks, food preparation 
workers, and food preparation supervisors to increase by 16% during the time period. The 
BLS (2004) predicted that much of this increase will occur in the casual dining segment, 
defined as table service restaurants with average checks of $8 to $25. A 2001 survey of 
tableservice and quickservice operators found that recruiting and retaining employees 
was a leading challenge for operators. Half of the tableservice operators said that finding 
qualified cooks was a major problem, while one-third cited kitchen managers as difficult 
to recruit (NRA, 2005b).
Today, 36% of foodservice workers have some college education (NRA, 2005b). 
However, a Delphi survey conducted with industry experts and educators found that 
among the most likely developments in restaurant industry education and training by 
2010 are the increasing importance of employee certification, better educated managers, 
and increases in the number of hotel, restaurant, and institutional schools and their 
number of graduates (NRA, 1999, p. 12). In addition, the experts predicted, “Educational 
requirements to work in a restaurant will increase as the restaurant industry becomes 
more complex” (NRA, 1999).
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Although not required for employment, formal culinary education can assist a worker 
with placement in a higher entry-level kitchen position, employment at a higher quality 
restaurant, and more rapid advancement (BLS, 2004). Many cooks, kitchen managers, 
chefs, and other foodservice workers and managers received their professional training at 
schools offering associate degrees in culinary arts. A 2005 survey conducted by the 
membership office of the American Culinary Federation (ACF) found that 36.5% of its 
active chef members listed associate degree as their highest level of education, followed 
by 29% whose highest level was a high school diploma, and only 15.9% whose highest 
level was a bachelor degree (Beverly Stuart, personal communication, 2005).
The first culinary school in the United States, the Restaurant Institute of Connecticut, 
opened in 1946 with the purpose of training World War II veterans. Its name was 
changed to the Culinary Institute of America (CIA) in 1951. By 1954, the school was 
breaking even financially and graduating 200 trained cooks per year (Weeks, 1996). The 
number of culinary schools did not increase much through the mid-to-late 1980s. In 1981, 
only four such schools existed (Scarrow, 1981). These early schools sought to teach 
students the technical skills needed to obtain entry-level positions, as well as standards of 
professionalism that would allow them to advance in their careers (Almarode, 1967; 
Folsom, 1967; Scarrow, 1981).
Today, approximately 261 schools offer associate degrees in culinary arts, culinary 
management, or culinary technology (International Council of Hotel, Restaurant, and 
Institutional Educators [ICHRIE], 2005; Peterson’s, 2004; ShawGuides, 2004). These 
schools are extremely diverse. They vary by numerous criteria including type (public, 
private, or for-profit), types of degrees offered, numbers of students, numbers of faculty.
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faculty characteristics, size of facilities, curricula, student selectivity, student services, 
and cost. This variety poses a challenge to the potential culinary student or employer of 
culinary graduates who wishes to determine which school to attend or from which to 
recruit employees.
The American Culinary Federation (ACF), founded in 1929, is the largest 
professional association of chefs and cooks in the United States. The organization 
emphasizes education through its certification program, culinary competitions, regional 
and national conferences, and publications (Matuszewski, 1999). In 1986, it created the 
ACF Accrediting Commission (ACFAC) to “ensure that industry standards are met 
within educational environments” (p. 69). The accreditation process certifies that 
apprenticeship programs and secondary and post-secondary schools meet specific 
standards and teach certain competencies. One hundred four of the 261 programs are 
currently accredited by the organization (American Culinary Federation [ACF], 2005). 
Many well-known and prestigious schools, such as CIA and Johnson and Wales 
University, choose not to participate in the process. Therefore, ACF AC accreditation 
cannot be used as the single standard for whether a culinary program provides a quality 
educational experience.
Recently, Nation’s Restaurant News, one of the leading food and beverage industry 
publications, featured an article entitled, “Growing field of culinary schools difficult to 
evaluate” (Berta, 2005). The article stated that because the number of programs has 
increased dramatically over the past ten years, “it is difficult to assess and compare how 
well schools are teaching, retaining and preparing students in the industry” (p. 16). It 
reports the findings of a telephone survey of 51 culinary programs conducted by Dr.
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Joseph (Mick) LaLopa of Purdue University and calls for more research “to help 
educators improve their programs” and “better prepare students for lifelong careers in the 
industry” (p. 71).
Quality assessment has become a buzzword in higher education as federal and state 
lawmakers, students and their parents, employers, and educators seek to determine 
education’s return on investment (Ewell, 2002). Assessment can be performed to evaluate 
the overall institution or specific programs. Stakeholders can learn about assessment 
results through government publications, institutional sources, college rankings, 
guidebooks, and accrediting agencies. However, the diversity of assessment methods and 
sources of information make clear comparisons of programs difficult for academics and 
even harder for parents, students, and employers. The literature review included in this 
study provides a complete examination of theories and methods of quality assessment.
Problem Statement and Research Questions
With associate degree culinary arts programs being a relatively new segment of 
higher education, very little academic literature about their characteristics and methods to 
evaluate their quality exist. Therefore, this study seeks to provide a comprehensive 
description of the culinary arts associate degree programs in the United States, to develop 
standards for the curriculum of a quality program, and to identify characteristics that can 
be used to evaluate program quality. It will address the general question; What are the 
common characteristics of associate degree culinary arts programs and to what extent can 
each of these characteristics be used as indicators for evaluating the quality of the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
programs? The researcher has subdivided this question into six specific research 
questions.
1. What are the similarities and differences in core curriculum content across 
culinary arts associate degree programs?
2. How do schools offering associate degrees in culinary arts vary by general 
characteristics, including curriculum, resources, faculty, students, student 
services and activities, facilities, organization and administration, and 
program outcomes?
3. What characteristics serve as indicators of program quality?
4. How do culinary educators and industry representatives differ as to what they 
consider important subjects to teach and what factors indicate program 
quality?
5. If there are differences between the two groups, how can they be reconciled to 
derive a core curriculum and a common list of quality indicators?
6. How do the actual subjects taught and program characteristics compare to 
those identified by educators and industry representatives as the most 
important subjects and quality indicators?
Significance of the Study 
This study will result in a database that includes the characteristics of a suggested 
core curriculum and a list of quality indicators for associate degree culinary arts 
programs. It will add to the body of literature about quality assessment for institutions of 
higher education by studying a segment that has not been the subject of previous
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research. Culinary educators will be able to use the findings of this study to benchmark 
their schools and improve the quality of their programs. The ACF will be able to use the 
study to evaluate the appropriateness of its accreditation standards and competencies. 
Employers of culinary school graduates will be able to evaluate whether to hire a school’s 
graduates and potential students and their parents will be provided with information that 
can be used to help determine which school to attend.
Overview of Methodology
The researcher used content analysis of culinary program guidebooks and websites 
and degree program worksheets to develop databases of culinary program characteristics 
and subjects taught. These data were input into SPSS Version 12.1 and descriptive 
statistics calculated, such as the percentage of programs requiring certain courses and the 
average number of students, faculty, and kitchens, and tuition and fees charged by the 
schools.
This study used quantitative survey methods built on Dillman’s (2000) Tailored 
Design Method. Based on the literature review, the author developed a survey instrument 
asking culinary educators and industry representatives to rate the importance of specific 
professional and general education courses and the importance of particular program 
characteristics in determining the quality of culinary programs on a five point Likert-type 
scale. The survey was sent to two groups: the program directors of all associate degree 
culinary programs and a sample of active chef members of the ACF. The researcher 
performed statistical analyses on the survey data in order to determine the importance of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
the professional and general education courses and the program characteristics, as well as 
to discover the perceptions of the two groups.
To answer Research Question 6, the researcher compared the information in the 
program characteristics and curriculum databases with the survey data to evaluate how 
closely they corresponded. This allowed the researcher to answer questions such as if, for 
example, “Introductory Baking” was identified as an important subject area, what 
percentage of the degree programs required the course?
Delimitations and Limitations of the Study
This study had several delimitations and limitations. The groups not surveyed delimit 
the study. First, this study did not attempt to survey students or alumni of the culinary 
programs even though they represent important stakeholder groups for culinary programs 
and many of the hospitality studies cited in the literature review compared their 
perceptions to those of educators and industry representatives. The researcher preferred to 
concentrate her efforts on obtaining the opinions of culinary educators and industry chefs 
from a national sample. In addition, the researcher surveyed only one group of chefs -  
active chef members of the ACF. Most chefs join the ACF because they believe in its 
mission, “to make a positive difference for culinarians through education, apprenticeship, 
and certification” (ACF, 2005). Therefore, they may have different opinions about 
culinary education than chefs and kitchen managers who are not involved in educational 
organizations.
The primary limitation of the survey was that the author developed her own survey 
instrument. Although she attempted to ensure the reliability and validity of the instrument
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
by thorough investigation of the literature, use of expert reviewers, and pilot testing of the 
survey, adjustments to the instrument based on reliability and factor analysis could 
improve its accuracy and replicability.
The databases of subjects taught and characteristics of the culinary programs were 
based on self-reported publicly available information and their coding involved 
subjective judgments by the researcher. Therefore, the databases are subject to question 
regarding their reliability and accuracy. In addition, the characteristic database provided 
only basic descriptive information regarding some of the most important quality 
indicators. The researcher was not able to obtain information about school and program 
characteristics, such as quality of the facilities, actual retention and placement rates, 
faculty qualifications, effectiveness of academic and career advising, program and faculty 
evaluation procedures, and student learning opportunities, that were investigated as 
possible quality indicators. The procedures used to develop the databases and the 
information they lacked will be fully discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this study.
Finally, the researcher’s choice of sampling methods, as will be described in Chapter 
3, resulted in unequal numbers of types of schools in the database and numbers of 
culinary educator and industry chef respondents to the survey. The researcher made the 
appropriate adjustments to maintain the statistical validity of the study results. However, 
she was not able to fully perform more sophisticated data analysis, such as analysis of 
variance, which might have enhanced the results presented.
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Definition of Terms
A “culinary arts program” is an educational program designed to teach basic and 
advanced cooking skills, as well as food and beverage management techniques. These 
programs provide students with the skills and knowledge they will use in line level, 
supervisory, and management positions in the foodservice industry. For this study, the 
researcher evaluated only programs that had the term culinary in the name of the degree. 
She did not include programs offering degrees in related fields, such as foodservice or 
hospitality management. The latter curriculums tend to focus less on hands-on cooking 
skills and more on general management courses than culinary programs. The researcher 
also uses the terms “culinary arts program” and “culinary arts school” interchangeably. 
Some of the programs are taught in educational institutions with culinary arts as the only 
program offered, while most are taught in educational institutions that offer a wide 
variety of degrees.
The type of organization operating or owning the educational institution housing the 
culinary arts program determined whether the researcher classified the program as 
“Public,” “Private,” or ‘Tor-profit.” “Public” programs are operated by and receive their 
primary funding from state governments. “Private” programs are operated by individual 
institutions or foundations as non-profit organizations. “For-profit” programs are 
operated as commercial businesses seeking to provide profits to their owners, whether the 
owners are individuals, partnerships, or corporations.
In developing the database of “subjects” taught in culinary arts programs and 
surveying participants as to their importance, the researcher uses the terms “subjects” and 
“courses” interchangeably. Both refer to offerings by the program related to specific
10
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knowledge areas and competencies. Two knowledge areas, such as menu development 
and food and beverage cost control, may be a part of a single subject or course as listed in 
college catalogs and degree requirements. For this study, the researcher uses the term 
“curriculum” to refer to the total list of subjects taught or courses offered by a program
The researcher further categorized subjects as “Professional” or “General Education.” 
“Professional” subjects teach knowledge and competencies directly related to the culinary 
arts and food and beverage management professions, such as cooking skills, product 
knowledge, and management techniques. “General Education” subjects teach knowledge 
that prepares the students to be informed and productive individuals regardless of their 
chosen profession. English Composition, College Algebra, General Biology, and Music 
Appreciation are examples of general education subjects. Many schools group the general 
education subjects into “Distribution Requirements” in broad areas, such as humanities, 
sciences, or social sciences. These schools give students many course options within each 
category in order to fulfill their distribution requirement of a certain number or credits per 
category.
“Quality Assessment” is a systematic, on-going process that an educational 
institution or program undertakes to define its mission, goals, and standards and evaluate 
how well it meets those objectives.
“Quality Indicators” are those characteristics or factors of the programs that can be 
used to evaluate the program.
“Accreditation” is a voluntary process where a regional, national, or specialized 
agency reviews a school or program’s missions, goals, and organizational standards and 
how well it satisfies its objectives.
11
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A “Culinary Educator” is a person employed by a culinary arts program to teach 
culinary skills or related food and beverage management subjects.
An “Industry Chef’ is a person currently employed as the manager of a kitchen in a 
foodservice operation or a person employed in a related field, such as food research, 
general food and beverage management, or food product sales, which require specific 
culinary knowledge and skills.
“Professional Certification” refers to programs operated by professional 
organizations, such as the ACF and the Educational Institute of the American Hotel and 
Lodging Association, to verify that a culinary educator or chef has met specific standards 
for education, industry experience, knowledge, and competencies. A person is 
“professionally certified” if he or she has applied for certification and meets these 
standards. These organizations require the person to apply for recertification and show 
evidence of continuing professional education at regular intervals.
Overview of the Study 
Chapter 1 discussed the background of the study, the research questions, the 
methodology used, and the significance and limitations of the study. Chapter 2 provides a 
detailed literature review about general methods of quality assessment and specific 
methods used to assess community colleges and hospitality programs. Chapter 3 
describes the methods used to survey culinary educators and industry representatives 
about the importance of teaching technical and general skills and quality indicators for 
culinary programs. It also outlines the procedure for collecting and verifying the 
characteristics and curriculums of the programs. Chapter 4 describes the data analysis
12
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procedures used and the results. Finally, Chapter 5 discusses the results, interprets the 
findings and significance of the study, and provides recommendations for future research.
13
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW 
This literature review will investigate various forms of quality assessment for higher 
education and evaluate how they apply to assessment of associate degree culinary 
programs. The review will first discuss the theoretical literature about quality assessment 
of higher education, including definitions of quality, reasons for assessment, types of 
assessment, and current research concerning the importance of engagement in providing 
quality education. Next, it will examine how institutional and program accreditation 
entities seek to provide measures of institutional quality. Then, examples will be provided 
as to how the theories have been applied to the type of educational institutions in which 
culinary programs are normally housed—community colleges and for-profit institutions. 
Finally, the review will provide an overview of quality assessment studies for the closest 
type of program in curriculum and other characteristics—hospitaUty management 
programs.
Theoretical Background of Quality Assessment 
The Call for Assessment
The 1980s marked an increase in calls for assessment of higher education in the 
United States. Some of the reasons for this included the perception that higher education 
is not preparing students for the workforce, concerns about accountability due to the
14
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significant increase in tuition costs at most institutions of higher education (IHEs), and 
declining state and federal funding which causes IHEs to consider eliminating 
underperforming programs (Haworth & Conrad, 1997).
Ewell (2002) placed the date of the beginning of the assessment movement with the 
First National Conference on Assessment in Higher Education, held in Columbia, South 
Carolina in 1985. The conference was stimulated by a 1984 report entitled Involvement in 
Learning that “recommended that high expectations be established for students, that 
students be involved in active learning environments, and that students be provided with 
prompt and useful feedback” (Ewell, 2002, p. 7). At the same time state legislators began 
to call for more accountability. These external governmental pressures and demand for 
more evaluation of specific programs caused IHEs to develop assessment processes 
requiring a strong organizational structure and institutional support (Ewell, 1988). Ewell 
(2002) viewed assessment as a process that “has become an unavoidable condition of 
doing business; institutions can no more abandon assessment than they can do without a 
development office” (p. 22).
The movement for assessing quality of higher education can also be linked to the 
emphasis on quality in business as exemplified by Deming’s Total Quality Management 
(TQM) and other Service Quality programs (Seymour, 1992). TQM involves ensuring 
that every organizational activity contributes to meeting customers’ needs and 
expectations. It emphasizes the importance of proper leadership and empowering 
employees to constantly evaluate and improve business practices (Cullen, 2001).
Seymour (1992) related four major motivating factors for increasing quality jfrom a 
business perspective and applied them to higher education. The first factor was the need
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for “survival in an increasingly competitive environment” (p.3) as illustrated by the 
dramatic increase in the number and type of IHEs. The second factor was the escalation 
of the costs of doing business, especially tuition. The third factor was the push by a 
variety of stakeholders, such as federal agencies, state governments, accrediting agencies, 
governing boards and stockholders, to make organizations more accountable for their 
actions and outcomes. The final factor was the blurring of the distinction between 
“products” and “services” (p. 6).
Seymour (1992) believed that the formula for creating quality in an IHE could be 
summarized into four procedures: “(1) define what quality means to the market, (2) 
match market needs with organizational resources, vision, and competitive position, (3) 
strive to improve quality in areas that create a “quality” advantage, and (4) communicate 
our accomplishments and aspirations to the market” (p. 166). However, he admitted that 
putting this into practice for IHEs is problematic because of the slow rate of academic 
change, the large degree of coordination needed between academic units, the general 
dislike of considering competitive factors, and the perception that emphasis on quality 
and improvement happens only in a reactive manner, particularly around accreditation 
time. Ewell (2002) added that IHEs don’t use the TQM approach simply because it is 
considered “too corporate” (p. 20).
Views o f Quality and Assessment
One method to evaluate the quality or excellence of an educational institution is to 
consider how well that institution serves the purposes of higher education and provides 
benefits to those involved. The purposes of higher education are diverse and constantly 
debated. Since the 1960s, Alexander Astin has been one of the primary theorists and
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researchers on educational quality and the impact of higher education on students. In 
Achieving Educational Excellence: A Critical Assessment o f Priorities and Practices in 
Higher Education, Astin (1985) summarized two models of the purpose of higher 
education. Under the “Industrial Production Model,” the purpose is to produce “profit” in 
terms of learning by students and knowledge production by faculty (p. 16). Alternatively, 
the “Talent Development Model” acknowledged that students have certain abilities 
before they embark on higher education. Therefore, higher education should strive to 
increase the human capital of students and faculty through improving and strengthening 
their skills. Astin advocated using the talent development model over the industrial 
production model.
Researchers often refer to assessment based on the talent development model as 
value-added assessment. Hanson (1988) and Ewell (2002) supported evaluation using this 
model, but acknowledged the difficulty of the approach. The process assumes that the 
nature and magnitude of changes in student characteristics can be measured and linked to 
specific educational interventions. Astin (1993) agreed that the difficulty in assessing the 
impact of college was to separate “the change resulting from the impact of the college” 
from “the change resulting from outside influences, such as maturation and the 
environment outside college.” It involves multiple conceptual issues including what 
should be measured, when students should be assessed, how student characteristics 
change over time, whether the effects of college on students are global or specific, and 
whether college influences students directly or indirectly (Hanson, 1988). Assessment 
using the value-added approach must take into consideration the difficult tasks of how to 
pre- and post-test for knowledge and attitudes (Ewell, 2002), how to isolate the influence
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of educational interventions on student development, and how to choose appropriate units 
of analysis and data-collection points (Hanson, 1988). These problems have prevented 
the widespread use of value added methods of assessment.
Evaluating the quality of an IHE can also be viewed in terms of how well it provides 
the perceived benefits of higher education. Astin (1985) postulated that education 
provides three types of benefits; educational, fringe, and existential. Educational benefits 
correspond to the talent development model as they reflect the changes in the student’s 
“intellectual capacities and skills, values, attitudes, interests, habits... attributable to the 
college experience” (p. 19). The term, fringe benefits, refers to the actual degree itself, 
the value of which is influenced by the prestige of the institution. Finally, existential 
benefits reflect “the sum total of the student’s subjective experiences while attending 
college” (p. 21) including involvement with peers, faculty, extracurricular activities, and 
other experiences that affect the student’s quality of views and quality of life.
The term “excellence” can be used as a synonym for quality when referring to IHEs. 
Astin (1985) outlined four common methods of viewing excellence: as reputation, as 
resources, as content, and as outcomes.
The reputation of a school is based on perceptions of quality by experts and the 
general public. Astin (1985) believed that these perceptions were biased by beliefs about 
the prestige of the school, its selectivity, and its place in the institutional hierarchy. 
Ranking systems for schools represent a common form of defining quality by measuring 
reputation. Astin believed that the ratings of undergraduate programs and what have been 
considered the best schools have been relatively stable over time. The next section of this
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literature review will more thoroughly explore the controversial nature of using ratings as 
a proxy for quality.
Astin (1985) divided resources into three categories: personnel, students, and 
financial. The faculty comprised the largest personnel resource and its quality can be 
judged by type of degree, publications, and other scholarly activities. Student quality was 
normally ascertained by standard measures, such as grade point average and test scores. 
Financial resources was the largest category containing everything from tuition rates to 
per-student expenditures on instruction, academic support, research and other related 
items, size of endowment, and physical facilities. Astin provided evidence that 
perceptions of quality based on resources are highly correlated to those based on 
reputation.
Evaluating the content of an institution refers to looking at what the school teaches, as 
viewed in terms of numbers of programs, evidence of a core curriculum, and types of 
programs offered. Astin (1985) found that schools with the highest reputation focus their 
curriculum on traditional liberal arts, sciences, or technology.
When evaluating the quality of an institution based on outcomes, one must consider 
two types of outcomes: cognitive and non-cognitive. Cognitive outcomes involve the use 
of higher order mental processes, while non-cognitive outcomes include changes in 
students’ attitudes, values, self-concepts, aspirations, and behaviors. The data obtained 
regarding outcomes can be psychological, such as critical thinking skills or behavioral, 
such as vocational achievements (Astin, 1993). Most often, the quality of outcomes is 
measured by various data, such as retention rates, graduation rates, placement rates, and 
lifetime earnings of alumni (Astin, 1985).
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Assessing noncognitive outcomes can be quite complex. Lenning (1988) 
recommended using observable measures, such as student performance on problem­
solving exercises, projects, presentations, case studies, group activities, internships, and 
job training. However, accurately assessing outcomes can be problematic because of the 
difficulty in defining the desired outcomes and in determining whether institutional 
differences were actually caused by the institution or by pre-existing factors, such as a 
student’s socio-economic status, high school grade point average, test scores, and other 
personal characteristics (Astin, 1985).
Analysis o f College's Effect on Students
Attempts to quantify the quality of IHEs discussed above, led to many more detailed 
studies and analysis of what factors about the institutions, faculty, students, and 
curriculums had the most effects on students’ educational attainment, cognitive growth, 
future careers, and satisfaction with the college experience. In the 1990s, Astin (1993), 
Kuh (1999), and Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) published conq>rehensive studies 
describing the results of these investigations. The following section summarizes some of 
their most important findings related to how these various factors affect students and can 
be interpreted as defining the quality of an institution.
Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) found mixed evidence that measures of college 
quality, such as selectivity, institutional resources, prestige, and ratings influenced 
educational attainment. They attributed this to the advantage that students in high quality 
college already have in terms of academic ability and educational and career ambitions. 
They also believed that because of the difficulty of getting into selective IHEs, students 
may be more committed to staying there and completing a degree. Pascarella and
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Terenzini also found that attending a private school had a positive influence on 
attainment of the bachelor degree. In addition, they reported on a study by Forrest (1985) 
that showed that colleges with high rates of student services, such as orientation and 
advising programs, and with strong curricular focus on general education and 
individualized instruction, had higher graduation rates than those schools which did not 
emphasize those areas.
Astin (1993) found that high school grade point average and test scores were the 
strongest predictors of college grade point average, as well as having a significant effect 
on degree completion. He established that retention and degree completion were 
“affected more by environmental variables than almost any other outcome measure” (p. 
195). Size of the school had a negative effect on retention while student orientation of 
faculty, student peer groups, percent of resources invested in student services, and student 
use of career counseling services had positive effects.
Astin (1993) also looked at the effect of student involvement on retention. He 
discovered positive effects of student-student interaction, such as socializing outside of 
class, student-faculty interaction, such as talking with professors outside of class, hours 
spent studying, giving class presentations, and working on independent research projects. 
Alternatively, working full-time while a student had a strong negative effect on retention.
In the area of cognitive growth, Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) found that college 
had significant effects on written and oral communication skills and on critical thinking 
skills, especially the ability “to weigh evidence, determine the validity of data-based 
generalizations or conclusions, and to distinguish between strong and weak arguments”
(p. 156). They also reported that, “A student’s cognitive growth is greatest on measures
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where the content is most consistent with his or her academic major or coursework 
emphasis” (p. 157).
Similarly, Astin (1993) discovered that having a humanities orientation, including 
general education courses, use of essay exams, and writing papers, had strong positive 
effects on students’ writing and critical thinking skills. He found taking courses 
emphasizing math or numerical analysis, working on group projects, and having papers 
critiqued, had positive correlations with students’ analytical and problem solving skills. 
Hours spent studying, using a personal computer, attending classes and labs, and taking 
writing courses also had positive effects on these general cognitive outcomes.
Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) reported that attending college had mixed results on 
students’ subsequent careers. They cited studies by Smart (1986) and Tinto (1980,1981) 
that indicated that college quality and selectivity have a greater role in occupational 
attainment in professional careers than in nonprofessional careers and other studies that 
showed a positive correlation between college quality and receiving a job offer from a 
high-prestige firm. However, Pascarella and Terenzini found no studies showing links 
between college quality and work productivity. They did report that some research found 
that graduating from a top ranked college increased a student’s probability of achieving a 
higher managerial level, chief executive job, or position on a board of directors. Astin 
(1993) discovered several factors with positive effects on students’ increase in job-related 
skills. These included majoring in a professional field, participating in group projects, 
having an internship and/or part-time job, using vocational counseling services, giving 
presentations, and talking with faculty outside of class.
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Astin (1993) also investigated the factors that increased student satisfaction with the 
college experience, an often-overlooked indicator of the quality of higher education. He 
found that the strongest factor influencing overall satisfaction was the student leaving 
home to attend college. Involvement factors, such as talking with faculty outside of class, 
joining student clubs, and receiving vocational or career counseling also had positive 
effects on satisfaction and willingness to re-enroll at the college. The large size of the 
college had strong negative effects on satisfaction with faculty, quality of instruction, 
support services, and the overall college experience. The student orientation of feculty, 
such as their interest in students’ academic and personal problems, commitment to the 
institution, and accessibility, had a separate positive effect on satisfaction with faculty. 
Interestingly, the percentage of women on the faculty had direct positive effects on 
students’ satisfaction with faculty, their perception of student-oriented faculty, and their 
trust in the administration.
Kuh (1999) is also a major researcher of the effects of college and student 
engagement on students. He believed that the national reports of the 1980s and 1990s 
lamenting the decline of higher education were based on the views of various 
stakeholders, not actual data about student performance. In order to determine whether 
reforms in higher education had the intended effect, he analyzed data from surveys by 
Pace (1974) and the College Student Experiences Questionaire (CSEQ) from the years 
1969, 1979-1981,1990-1991, and 1996-1997. Kuh found that “In four areas (writing, 
vocational preparation, functioning as a team member, and familiarity with computers), 
the proportions of students reporting substantial gains increased markedly” (p. 104). 
While the increases in functioning as a team member and writing were stable over time.
23
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
most of the increase in vocational preparation occurred between 1969 and 1981. 
Alternately, the number of students reporting substantial progress in general education 
areas, such as personal development, awareness of different philosophies and cultures, 
understanding of science and experimentation, broadening acquaintance and enjoyment 
of literature, and understanding and enjoyment of art, music, and theater, declined over 
time.
To analyze the effect of the growing emphasis on engagement and active and 
cooperative learning activities, Kuh (1999) also analyzed student effort factors over time. 
He found that student effort in the 1990s was higher in two areas; using athletic and 
recreational facilities and writing (p. 109). Kuh believed the increase in writing effort 
explains the increase in making progress in writing and correlates with increases in 
students’ time spent revising papers and asking faculty for advice on writing (p. 110). 
However, overall students spent less time on studying and doing homework in the 1990s 
as compared to the 1980s (p. 110).
Kuh (1999) admitted that the findings were limited due to the self-report format of the 
instruments, potential sampling error, and surveying only traditional, full-time students. 
Kuh thought “the calls for reforming undergraduate education in the 1980s and beyond 
appear to have been justified” (1999, p. 113). The results that showed increases in the 
number of fi’eshman students reporting A and B grades, without a corresponding increase 
in effort as shown by number of hours spent studying, troubled Kuh. He also reported 
that other studies showed decreases fi’om 1990-1994 in faculty-student interaction, peer 
cooperation, and active learning, particularly at doctoral institutions. He advocated that
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institutions must decrease their research emphasis and use of part-time faculty and 
increase their emphasis on general education in order to reverse these trends.
Other Theories o f Student Engagement
In a more recent article, Hu and Kuh (2002) focused on analyzing student 
engagement factors. The authors investigated two research questions, “What student 
characteristics differentiate the most engaged and most disengaged students from the 
majority of undergraduates” and “what institutional characteristics are linked to high and 
low levels of student engagement in educationally purposefiil activities?” (p. 556). The 
question of institutional characteristics can illustrate the discussion of which factors 
determine the quality of an ME. The authors used a sample of 50,883 full-time students 
who completed the CSEQ at 123 institutions between 1990 and 1998. The results showed 
higher levels of engaged students at selective and general liberal arts colleges and higher 
levels of disengaged students at comprehensive colleges and research universities. In 
addition, “students were less likely to be in the disengaged group if they perceived that 
their institution emphasized scholarship and intellectual and critical analysis, had high 
quality personal relations between groups and emphasized vocational and practical 
matters. Students in public institutions were more likely to be disengaged than those in 
private institutions” (p. 568). Institutional selectivity and environmental factors did not 
influence the likelihood that a student would fall into the disengaged group. The authors 
believe that MEs and faculty members can use this information to improve their focus on 
intellectual activity, show students how their course work relates to their family and work 
lives, and emphasize high levels of student performance.
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Haworth and Conrad (1997) performed an extensive multi-case study in order to 
develop an engagement theory of program quality. Although their study focused on 
master’s degree programs, it can be used to suggest elements of quality for undergraduate 
programs. They performed constant comparative analysis of 47 programs in 11 different 
disciplines, such as business, education, nursing, English, theater, sociology, and 
microbiology. Their primary methodology was interviews with six types of stakeholders 
-  institutional administrators, program administrators, faculty, students, alumni, and 
employers.
Haworth and Conrad (1997) found that high quality programs had five categories of 
program attributes or characteristics. The first attribute was diverse and engaged 
participants, including faculty, students, and leaders fi’om a variety of backgrounds. The 
second characteristic was participatory cultures signified by shared program direction 
with buy-in fi'om all stakeholders and learning communities consisting of students and 
faculty members. The third attribute, interactive teaching and learning, was characterized 
by activities linking theory to practice, cooperative peer-leaming, out-of-class activities, 
and faculty mentoring of students. Haworth and Conrad also emphasized that under the 
fourth attribute, connected program requirements, programs should have a broad 
curriculum of core and specialized courses to ensure that students gain fimdamental 
knowledge and skills and should require a professional residency and a final tangible 
product, such as a thesis, project report, or creative performance. Finally, Haworth and 
Conrad’s last characteristic of high quality programs was that they had the monetary 
resources and physical infi'astructure to fiilly support students, faculty, and programs.
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Summary o f Quality Theories
This section of the literature review discussed theories of evaluating the overall 
quality of institutions of higher education developed from the 1970s through 2002. 
Quality assessment of higher education became important as stakeholders began 
demanding more accountability and proof that IHEs provided value and benefits to their 
stakeholders. Early quality studies focused on the evaluation of institutional resources, 
reputation, content, and outcomes. Although many authors (Astin, 1995; Astin, 1993; 
Ewell, 2002; Hanson, 1988) recommended a value-added approach to quality assessment, 
they acknowledged that using that method was initially too difficult to be practical. As 
research methods became more sophisticated and longitudinal data became available, 
researchers were able to assess the effects of various attributes of college quality on 
students’ educational attainment, cognitive development, potential career development, 
and satisfaction. These studies led to the development of theories relating student 
involvement and engagement to college quality.
Paul Boyer, son of the noted academic, Ernest Boyer, has translated these attempts to 
determine the quality of an institution, into evaluation methods accessible to the general 
public. The objective of his book College Ranking Exposed: Getting a Quality 
Education in the 27" Century (2003) is to help students pick the right college for them. 
The book assimilates the research literature on college quality, engagement theories, and 
what matters in college in an easily understood format. Boyer (2003) asked a variety of 
college presidents and educational leaders, “What does a good college or university 
actually look like?” (p. 106). From their responses, he developed five characteristics of 
college quality, very similar to Haworth and Conrad’s (1997) quality attributes. These
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characteristics are; “1) A commitment to general education from the freshman year to the 
senior year, 2) A commitment to writing, speaking, and critical thinking skills for all 
students in all classes, 3) A commitment to active learning, 4) Opportunities to extend 
learning beyond the classroom, and 5) A diverse, intellectually active, and respectful 
community” (p. 107). Boyer believed that students who attend schools with these 
characteristics will graduate with a mastery of the English language, be ready to 
contribute to society, and be prepared to join a diverse workforce.
The next section of this literature review will look more in depth into why publicly 
available rankings do not represent the best method of evaluating these important factors 
of college quality.
Reputation and Rankings
Institutional rankings published in U.S. News and World Report, Barron’s. Money 
and other sources represent one of the most visible and common methods that the general 
public, educators, and industry use to assess institutional quality. Rankings for graduate 
programs began in the early 1900s with Catell’s 1910 list of the top “American Men of 
Science” and the schools with which they were associated and Hughes’ 1925 A Stu(fy o f 
Graduate Schools in America (Stuart, 1995). Barron’s started its rating of the 
competitiveness of undergraduate programs in the 1960s, followed by The Fiske Guide to 
Colleges in 1982. U.S. News & World Report first published undergraduate rankings in 
its magazine in 1983 and since 1990 has published a separate issue, America’s Best 
Colleges {Stusri, 1995).
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Educators and researchers constantly debate the validity and usefulness of rankings. 
Stuart (1995) summarized the potential problems with rankings as difficulty in defining 
quality, rater bias, halo effect, timing, and design. The methodology of and concerns over 
the U.S. News & World Report (USNWR) rankings have been well documented and thus 
will be used as the main focus of this section of the literature review.
McGuire (1995) explained the concepts of face, construct, and predictive validity as 
they relate to the USNWR rankings. He believed that the instrument does have some face 
validity in that it appears to measure quality because “the American public seems to 
believe—indeed, needs to believe—that some colleges are better than others, and that the 
manner in which they are better can be quantified” (p. 46). Debates over construct 
validity were more prominent as rankings present indirect evidence of quality since “no 
one has been able to define and operationalize educational quality to the degree necessary 
to measure it reliably” (McGuire, 1995, p. 47). The rankings lacked predictive validity 
because the problems of controlling for student characteristics makes it very difficult to 
determine if student outcomes increase by attending a “higher quality” institution 
(McGuire, 1995, p. 47).
In order to understand these validity problems, one must first understand how the 
USNWR calculates the ratings. USNWR considers academic reputation, comprising 25% 
of the final ranking, the most important factor in rating the institutions. The magazine 
surveys chief academic officers at 249 national doctoral level institutions and asks them 
to rate all the programs fi’om 1 (marginal) to 5 (distinguished) (Gater, 2002, p. 5). If the 
evaluator is not familiar with the institution, they can respond “don’t know.” Critics of 
placing so much emphasis on this category believed that opinions are biased, raters do
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not have first-hand knowledge of most of the schools (Gater, 2002) and as Astin (1985) 
contended, perceptions of institutions may not change over time in keeping with actual 
changes in the institutions. McGuire (1995) added that the large number of “don’t know” 
responses also diminishes the validity of assigning such an excessive weight to this 
category because they show that the evaluators do not feel confident in rating programs 
they are not familiar with.
Combined, the six-year graduation rates and fi-eshman retention rates comprise 20% 
of the total ranking score. These figures do not account for differences in student 
populations, such as large numbers of part-time and transfer students, or in academic 
standards (Gater 2002; McGuire, 1995). Interestingly, Gater (2002) did not group 
graduation rate performance, a ratio of “the proportion of students expected to graduate 
and the proportion that actually do” (p. 14) with these measures. It is weighted separately 
as 5 % of the final ranking score. The predicted graduation rate is based on a regression 
formula using graduation rates, test scores, and expenditures per student. Schools that 
have a low predicted rate will have a higher ratio even at lower actual rates than schools 
that start with a higher predicted rate. Instead of graduation rate performance, Gater 
advocated measuring the numbers of specific programs universities use to retain students 
as a method to judge the institution’s commitment to increasing retention and graduation 
rates.
The scores for faculty resources, 20% of the final ranking score, group together a 
variety of factors related to institutional commitment to faculty and instruction based on 
the idea that student contact with faculty improves learning and satisfaction (Gater,
2002). The heavy weighting for percent of classes under 20 students (6%) slants the
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measure toward smaller colleges as compared to larger colleges that might have a higher 
percentage of large lecture classes. It also does not take into account that different 
disciplines have different class sizes or the changes in classroom size made possible by 
technology (Gater, 2002). Faculty salaries (7% of the final score) by themselves do not 
indicate the quality of faculty and how much time they spend with the students as 
opposed to performing research. Gater (2002) also mentioned that the data in these 
categories are self-reported which may present problems with interpretation of what to 
report and the accuracy of the figures. McGuire (1995) believed that the ranking formula 
ignores the “actual classroom and out-of-classroom experiences that form the very 
substance of an undergraduate education” (p. 50). Gater asserted that adding a measure of 
percent%e of undergraduate classes taught by full-time faculty as opposed to part-time 
faculty, visiting faculty, and teaching assistants would show the institution’s commitment 
to instruction.
The student selectivity measures, which are weighted as 15% of the total score, 
indicate how the quality of the student body contributes to the academic and intellectual 
climate of the campus. The use of SAT and ACT scores to predict student success has 
been much debated in the academic literature (Astin, 1985, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 
1991). There is a current movement to limit the emphasis on scores in admissions 
procedures. Yield rates can be affected by such policies as early decision admissions, also 
under scrutiny as to their overall effect on the legality and ethics of the admissions 
process (Gater, 2002). Using high school class ranking (5.25% of the final score) as a 
measure also appears problematic because it does not account for differences in the 
quality of the high schools themselves (McGuire, 1995). As will be discussed here, these
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factors may not be very useful in measuring quality of culinary programs as most of those 
schools have fairly open admissions policies. Similarly, Alumni Giving (5% of the final 
score), which USNWR uses as “a proxy for graduates’ satisfaction” (Gater, 2002, p. 13) 
might only have relevance for those culinary programs housed in private institutions with 
endowments and those in existence long enough to develop alumni networks.
USNWR measures financial resources, weighted as 10% of the final score, using 
calculations of educational expenses per student based on Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS) data. However, Gater (2002) pointed out that the IPEDS 
formulas for many expenses are slightly different for public versus private institutions, 
and that the method of reporting data does not accurately account for the influence of 
research fiinding on expenditures. Thus, the scores might not accurately reflect the 
institution’s true spending on teaching students. In addition, the numbers do not indicate 
how efficiently the institution uses its financial resources and empirical research has not 
shown a link between high spending and better learning (McGuire, 1995).
McGuire (1995) conducted research to determine whether educational experts agree 
with the weights of the rankings and whether changes to the weights affect the placement 
of schools in the rankings. He surveyed the same presidents, academic deans, and 
admissions officers from fifty-five liberal arts colleges that completed the 1992 USNWR 
reputational survey. He received an overall response rate close to 80% and found that this 
group weighted faculty resources, in particular student-faculty ratios, and financial 
resources higher than did USNWR. Under student selectivity, the experts weighted high 
school class rank and yield higher than USNWR and test scores lower than the magazine. 
USNWR weighted reputation much more heavily than did the respondents, who felt it
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should account for only 12-13% of the overall score (McGuire, 1995). When testing new 
weights based on the respondents’ answers as compared to the USNWR weights,
McGuire found that 88 % of the colleges changed rank, with an average shift of five 
places. McGuire suggested that the USNWR should reevaluate its weighting system and 
minimize yearly changes in weights of the various factors.
Similarly, in a study comparing changes in the USNWR weighting formulas over 
time, Clarke (2002) found that “it is generally not possible to interpret year-to-year shifts 
in a school’s rank in terms of change in relative academic quality” (p. 12). She also 
concluded that by incorporating standard error into the ranking formula, schools’ ranking 
scores were so close as to invalidate giving specific schools distinct rankings. Like 
McGuire, Clarke recommended that USNWR stabilize its ranking methodology, group 
schools in bands rather than giving them specific ranks, and publish the ranking’s data 
sources for all schools, not just the top ranked institutions.
Given the controversies and validity issues detmled in the previous section, 
reputational ratings by themselves cannot indicate the overall quality of an institution. 
Students, parents, government agencies, employers, and other stakeholders can use them 
in combination with other factors, such as the accreditation status of the program, to 
determine what quality level to assign the school or program.
Links between Accreditation and Quality Assessment 
Definition and History o f Accreditation
Accreditation represents one of the most formal processes that IHEs undergo to verify 
the quality o f the institution. In addition, an institution must be accredited in order for its
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students to be eligible for federal financial aid. Accreditation involves a myriad of 
organizations with overlapping roles and responsibilities, including the federal 
government, regional accrediting agencies, professional and specialized accrediting 
groups, and other higher education associations. IHEs spend a substantial amount of time, 
money, and effort fulfilling the requirements of these agencies. Consequently, 
accreditation has sparked controversy about its processes, utility, and effectiveness. In 
2002, the American Council of Trustees and Alunrni (ACTA) published a report calling 
for the elimination of accreditation entitled, Cem College Accreditation Live Up to its 
Promise?
This section of the literature review describes accreditation, including the various 
organizations involved and the general processes followed. It discusses how accreditation 
agencies seek to define the quality of IHEs and programs. Examination of accreditation 
policies and procedures provides guidance for determining appropriate quality indicators 
for institutions and programs.
Accreditation is a voluntary process “whereby an organization evaluates an 
educational institution and then, if it is seen as satisfying the organizational standards it is 
deemed ‘accredited’” (Leef & Burris, 2002, p. 6). Regional and national accrediting 
agencies evaluate entire colleges and universities, but not specific programs within the 
IHEs. The process began in 1885 with the formation of the regional. New England 
Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools (NEACS). Four other regional groups 
were launched in the late 1800s and early 1900s, with the last regional entity, the Western 
Association of Colleges and Schools (WACS), starting in 1962.
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The original focus of these organizations was establishing criteria for distinguishing 
between secondary and post-secondary entities (Bloland, 2001). Bloland asserted that 
accreditation took on a greater significance in 1952 with the passage of the Veteran’s 
Readjustment Assistance Act which specified that only accredited institutions could be 
eligible to receive fimds for the education of veterans provided for in the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act (GI Bill) of 1944. The authority of the accrediting agencies increased 
with the Higher Education Act of 1965. This legislation created federal student loans and 
added community colleges, technical institutes and post secondary proprietary schools to 
the list of IHEs eligible for federal funds as long as they achieved accreditation (Bloland, 
2001).
The defunct group, the Council on Postsecondary Education (COPA), provided a 
succinct definition of the purpose of accreditation as practiced since the 1970s. 
Accreditation ensures that an institution has clearly defined and 
appropriate educational objectives, has established conditions under 
which their achievement can reasonably be expected, appears in fact 
to be accomplishing them substantially, and is organized, staffed and 
supported so that it can be expected to do so. (As cited in Marcus,
Leone, & Goldberg, 1983, p. 17)
Lubinescu, Ratcliff, and Gaffiiey (2001) added that accreditation encourages 
improvement, communicates the programs’ goals, objectives, and accomplishments to 
external constituencies, provides advice to new programs, and ensures that they are fi-ee 
from external influence that may hinder their effectiveness. In addition, accreditation can 
assist prospective students in identifying acceptable institutions, assist institutions in
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determining the acceptability of transfer credits, establish criteria for professional 
certification and licensure, and determine eligibility for Federal assistance (Office of 
Postsecondary Education [OPE] 2003, Accreditation in the U.S.).
The first step in the accreditation process involves the formation of standards and 
guidelines by the accrediting body. Next, the institution or program describes its goals, 
objectives, programs, curriculum, resources, strengths, and weaknesses (Lubinescu et al., 
2001). IHEs use two formats to describe those items; (1) quantitative reports of 
performance indicators, such as fimding levels, libraries, and student profiles and 
attainment rates, and (2) a self-study report of “an institution’s evaluation of its own 
performance in relation to the accrediting agency’s standards, as well as its own 
particular aspirations” (Dill, Massy, Williams, & Cook, 1996, p. 20).
Following the self-study, the institution undergoes a site visit by an evaluation team 
of peers. The site visit generally last two to three days. At the end of the visit, the team 
presents an oral report to the institution. Subsequently, the team provides a written report 
to the accrediting body and the institution. The institution and its faculty respond to the 
report by providing additional evidence, where necessary, and outlining any perceived 
errors in the document. Finally, the accrediting body decides to grant, reaffirm, or deny 
accreditation. It can also specify that particular changes or improvements must be made 
within a certain period of time (Lubinescu et al., 2001).
The federal government’s conduit to accreditation is the United States Department of 
Education (USDE). The Secretary of the USDE recognizes accrediting agencies to ensure 
that they are “reliable authorities regarding the quality of education or training offered by 
the institutions or programs they accredit” (USDE, 1999, Sec. 602.1). The National
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Advisory Committee on Institutional Quality and Integrity (NACIQI) evaluates 
accrediting agencies’ applications for recognition and makes recommendations to the 
Secretary, who then makes the final decision about whether to recognize the group (OPE,
2003). Some of the criteria for accrediting agencies include: the major purpose of the 
organization must be accreditation, all membership must be voluntary, and the body must 
be separate and independent such that the board members are elected or appointed 
separately from any other trade or membership organization and the dues and budgets are 
separate from any other organization (USDE, 1999, Sec. 602.14). The USDE also 
requires that the agency must have “adequate administrative staff and financial resources, 
competent and knowledgeable individuals to do site visits, and clear and effective 
controls against conflicts of interests” (USDE, 1999 Sec. 602.15).
Sec. 602.16 of the USDE regulations specifies the various areas of evaluation for 
which accrediting agencies must have standards. These areas encompass curriculums, 
faculty, facilities, fiscal and administrative capacity appropriate for size of institution, 
student services, recruiting and admissions practices, and program length. Very 
importantly, the 1999 revisions to the regulations added a standard of, “success with 
respect to student achievement in relation to the institution’s mission, including, as 
appropriate, consideration of course completion, state licensing examination, and job 
placement rates” (USDE, 1999). In addition, the regulations specify rules concerning the 
applications and enforcement of standards, the length of time institutions have to come 
into compliance if they do not meet standards, the procedures for notification of 
decisions, and the process for review of standards.
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The Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA), formed in 1996, serves as 
national advocate for accreditation and academic quality. It seeks to “strengthen higher 
education through strengthening accreditation” (CHEA, 2003). The organization has 
three stated purposes; advocacy, service, and recognition. With its recognition process, 
the organization considers its primary responsibility to be quality assurance, as opposed 
to federal government recognition that ensures that accrediting organizations meet 
standards for participation in federal programs (CHEA, 2003).
The Accrediting Agencies
There are six regional accrediting agencies: the Middle States Association of Colleges 
and Schools (MSACS), the New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC), 
the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (NCACS), the Northwest 
Association of Schools and Colleges (NASC), the Southern Association of Colleges and 
Schools (SACS), and the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC). Each 
organization varies as to its precise stated mission, number of accrediting standards, 
number of board members, and selection procedures for its board of trustees.
Two national agencies accredit independent, private career colleges and schools. The 
Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools (ACICS) specifically 
accredits nonpublic postsecondary institutions offering certificates and degrees through 
the master’s level in business and management related disciplines (Accrediting Council 
for Independent Colleges and Schools [ACICS], 2005). The Accrediting Commission of 
Career Schools and Colleges of Technology (ACCSCT) accredits private, post secondary 
institutions offering occupational vocational programs (American Commission of Career 
Schools and Colleges of Technology [ACCSCT], 2005).
38
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
All accrediting associations share eight areas of concern; “(1) institutional purposes 
and objectives, (2) organization and administration, (3) financial resources, (4) physical 
resources, (5) library/learning center, (6) student services, (7) feculty, and (8) educational 
program” (Troutt, 1981, p. 46). The regional accrediting standards assumed that 
“judgments about institutional quality should rest on inferences from certain conditions 
rather than direct assessment of student achievement” (Troutt, 1981, p. 47). The national 
accrediting standards place strong emphasis on maintaining strict control over recruiting 
and enrollment procedures, financial administration, and faculty workload and credentials 
(ACICS, 2005, ACCSCT, 2005).
Lubinescu et al. (2001) acknowledged institutional accreditation for assisting in 
“achieving a balance of human and financial resources among the various programs” of 
an IHE (p. 6). The authors considered several other characteristics of accreditation as 
beneficial to the IHE. These included the presentation of evidence that the institution 
meets or exceeds minimum standards of quality, the evaluation of each institution as a 
unique entity, the involvement of faculty and staff in the process, and the increasing 
emphasis on student learning and development as important accreditation criteria. They 
believed that since accreditation requires the institution to maintain and improve quality 
and resources, as well as to respond to criticisms and suggestions, it assists in institutional 
improvement and accountability.
Specialized and professional agencies evaluate specific programs. Professional 
accreditation originated vrith the American Medical Association’s development of the 
Council on Medical Education and Hospitals in 1904 and the accreditation of law schools 
by the American Bar Association in 1921. Specialized organizations accrediting
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programs in everything from theology, to nursing, to interior design followed soon after 
(Bloland, 2003). The American Culinary Federation Accreditation Commission 
(ACFAC) is the specialized accrediting agent for certificate and associate degree 
programs in culinary arts and foodservice management (American Culinary Federation 
[ACF], 2005). Currently, the Association of Specialized and Professional Accreditors 
(ASPA), the national group representing these agencies, has approximately 50 members 
ASP A s website (2003) stated that these accrediting agencies “ensure that students in 
educational programs receive an education consistent with standards for entry into 
practice or advanced practice in each of their respective fields or disciplines.” Lubinescu 
et al. (2001) emphasized that the specialized accreditation process verifies the quality of 
programs and institutions to external stakeholders. The programs must demonstrate that 
they have clear goals and provide the courses necessary to attain them. In addition, 
programs must justify the need for their existence through needs assessments and their 
value through employer and alumni surveys. The ACF believes that its accreditation 
program serves these purposes for culinary programs, as well as “adds nationwide 
attention and prestige to a program, keeps a program faculty knowledgeable and in step 
with current practices, helps convince administrators of the need to commit resources to 
maintain a high quality program, and assures the credibility of a program among funding 
services” (ACF, 2005).
Quality Improvement and Communication Efforts
As long ago as 1949, the leaders of several higher education organizations expressed 
dissatisfaction with the accreditation process. They created the National Commission on 
Accrediting (NCA) hoping to abolish the specialized accrediting bodies, consolidate
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standards, and simplify processes among the regional agencies. At the same time, the 
regional accrediting bodies also called for slowing the growth of specialized 
accreditation, but did not want to standardize regional practices (Bloland, 2001). Kells 
(1981) expressed the major complaints about accreditation as too much overlap between 
accreditation reports and state mandated reports and too much orientation towards writing 
the self-study report, not actually studying the institution. The forward to ACTA’s 2002 
report was even more disparaging. It stated:
We conclude that accreditation has not served to ensure quality, has 
not protected the curriculum from serious degradation, and gives 
students, parents, and public decision-makers almost no useful 
information about institutions of higher education (Leef & Burris,
2002, Foreward by Martin, J.L. & Neal, A.D.)
The most frequent area of criticism of accreditation concerns its emphasis on 
evaluating inputs, such as resources and curriculum, rather than outputs. Troutt (1981) 
complained, “Accreditation standards fail to define educational quality and assume no 
common benchmarks exist for assessing institutional quality” (p. 48). He believed that 
because accreditors evaluate each IHE against its own mission and goals, the process 
assumes that all institutions possess worthy purposes. Leef and Burris (2002) saw the 
accrediting agencies emphasis on the eight areas of standards described previously as 
necessary, but not sufficient to establish quality. They thought that although IHEs 
themselves are responsible for the perceived decline in educational standards, accrediting 
agencies should be more proactive in recognizing and publishing when IHEs fail to 
provide quality education.
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Many of the accrediting agencies have established programs and published 
information to create a new emphasis on learning outcomes and educational quality. In 
fact, the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) (2003) website’s 
homepage declares “The New Spirit of WASC” as “Value Adding, Generative, 
Collaborative, and Adaptive.” Two of the organization’s stated goals are to “promote 
institutional engagement with issues of educational effectiveness and student learning” 
and “develop a culture of evidence that informs decision-making.” The group’s recent 
guide to The Nature and Use o f Evidence explained the current issues in using evidence 
to inform decision makers and the public, the various definitions of evidence, and the 
methods in which evidence should be applied to demonstrate compliance with 
accreditation standards. In particular, as related to assessment of student learning, the 
guide stated that evidence should “cover knowledge and skills taught throughout the 
curriculum,” “involve multiple judgments of student performance,” “provide information 
on multiple dimensions of student performance,” and “involve more than surveys or self- 
reports of competence and growth by students” (WASC, 2003, p. 8).
In an effort to provide resources for its member schools, the Middle States 
Association Commission on Higher Education (MS ACHE) publishes Best Practices in 
Outcomes Assessment, which offers detailed examples of outcomes assessment plans at a 
variety of IHEs. Criteria for placement in the reports include having “a systematic and 
thorough use of quantitative and qualitative measures... assessment and evaluative 
approaches that lead to improvement... and an evaluation of the assessment program 
(Middle States Association Commission on Higher Education [MS ACHE], 2002). In 
addition, the MSACHE website provides a list of resources in areas of assessment, such
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as identifying learning outcomes, classroom assessment techniques, assessing educational 
uses of technology, and equity in assessment (MSACHE, 2002).
The New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC) is in the final 
stages of a special project on Pilot Institutional Assessment Portfolios. Funded by the 
Pew Charitable Trusts and the Davis Educational Foundation, the organization selected 
ten institutions to develop portfolios “as a vehicle for strengthening and making public 
what institutions are accomplishing in the assessment area” (New England Association of 
Schools and Colleges [NEASC], 2003). The portfolios will be comprised of a description 
of the IHE s vision for assessment, factbook indicators of “input, process, and outcome 
variables with particular emphasis on those related to teaching and learning,” discussion 
of selected assessment efforts, reflections fi'om faculty and administrators, and reviews 
by academic and other external evaluators. The initial portfolios will be published in
2003. If deemed successful, all member IHEs will be encouraged to produce portfolios.
Perhaps the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools (NCACS) is the most 
advanced in its pursuit to link accreditation to quality. It offers member institutions an 
opportunity to use a new form of accreditation review. IHEs seeking initial accreditation 
still use its basic Program to Evaluate and Advance Quality (PEAQ). Already accredited 
IHEs can choose to join the Academic Quality Improvement Program (AQIP). An 
institution that wishes to participate in AQIP first undergoes an interest exploration and 
self-assessment to determine whether it is ready to have its accreditation based on its 
quality initiatives.
AQIP’s criteria are based on the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award criteria, 
but go further by stipulating goals and processes specific to higher education. After the
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initial assessment, the IHE conducts a three-day Strategy Forum where representatives of 
up to eight other institutions assist the IHE in drafting a three-year improvement plan and 
several Action Projects that would have major impacts on quality. Site visits are normally 
held every seven years but can be initiated either by the IHE if they want assistance in a 
particular area or by AQIP if they feel the IHE is not meeting standards in a particular 
area. The IHE can be put on probation or have accreditation withdrawn at any time if 
AQIP deems it necessary (North Central Association, 2003).
A second complaint about accreditation is that it provides “little usable information 
for parents and students who are considering colleges and universities” (Leef & Burris, 
2002, p. 39). IHEs are not required by the government to release information from 
accreditation reviews. However, some state governments mandate their public 
universities to do so and increasing numbers of IHEs are responding to calls to make 
more information available. Similar to NEASC’s Institutional Assessment Portfolio, the 
Pew Charitable Trusts also frmded the Urban Universities Portfolio Project (UUPP) at six 
universities from 1998-2001. Each university published a web-based portfolio containing 
examples of activities, programs, and initiatives related to self-assessment (Ketcheson, 
2001). Ketcheson quoted the director of the project, Susan Kahn, as stating that the 
portfolio is “a focused selection of authentic work, data, and reflection intended to 
demonstrate accountability and serve as a system for monitoring performance” (p. 84). 
The project encountered many challenges, such as, how to involve the public, how to use 
language understandable to the public, how to represent data/activities vriiich presented 
negative image of the university, and how to avoid confidentiality issues when posting 
student work online (Ketcheson, 2001). However, Ketcheson concluded that web-based
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portfolios supply easy access to information for both the public and accrediting agencies 
and “provide for a rich and in-depth portrayal of assessment and accountability 
information that goes beyond what can be included in a printed self-study report” (p. 92).
The success of the UUPP and the NEASC initiatives established important methods 
to make accreditation more accessible to all involved. However, the role of accreditation 
in making information publicly available remains controversial. The current proposal for 
the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act proposes that accrediting organizations 
disclose more information about their accreditation teams and how they conduct reviews 
and that they assist in providing information to create a “College Consumer Profile,” 
containing institutional information about student outcomes, graduation, and placement 
rates, to be published by the USDE. However, many academics and groups, such as 
CHEA, believe that too much disclosure could threaten the accreditation process (Eaton, 
Fryshman, Hope, Scanlon, & Crow, 2005).
Quality Assessment of Community Colleges 
Dimensions, Criteria, and Indicators o f Quality
In her 1988 doctoral dissertation, Blumin applied the previous theories of evaluating 
college quality to analyzing the dimensions, criteria, and indicators for assessing quality 
in community colleges. She emphasized that due to the diverse student population of 
community colleges, the unstable financial climate for higher education in general, and 
community colleges in particular, and the variety of programs offered, traditional criteria 
for quality assessment, such as selectivity and alunmi giving rate, might not apply to
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community colleges. Blumin (1988) advocated the need for using multiple indicators of 
quality that account for the uniqueness of each institution.
Blumin (1988) developed an expanded taxonomy of dimensions, criteria, and 
indicators of quality including items that apply specifically to community colleges. She 
included value-added and operations as separate dimensions of quality to the list of 
traditional dimensions of outcomes, content, reputation, and resources outlined by Astin 
(1985). Under outcomes, Blumin included an indicator of transfer of graduates to four- 
year programs. Under the dimension of value-added and its criteria, she included student 
growth. Blumin noted a change in academic goals; for example a student who enrolls 
thinking he/she will just get a certificate decides to get an associate degree. Under 
content, Blumin listed transfer programs, career programs, remedial/developmental 
programs, and continuing education/community service programs as opposed to 
traditional liberal arts offerings. The dimension of operations included faculty and student 
involvement as well as institutional management. Indicators of management included 
advisory committees, articulation agreements with higher education institutions and high 
schools, and program planning with community input. Under reputation, the criteria were 
limited to commitment to teaching as evidenced by innovativeness and course 
evaluations. Criteria for resources consisted of the traditional categories of student, 
faculty, and facility attributes, as well as college finances.
Blumin (1988) performed interviews with twelve presidents of community colleges in 
the State University of New York System to determine their perceptions about these 
dimensions of quality. The respondents ranked the importance of the dimensions as 1) 
outcomes, 2) a tie between content and operations, 3) resources, 4) reputation, and 5)
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value-added. When asked to rank how much they used specific dimensions to determine 
quality, the only difference in results was a switch in order putting resources before 
operations.
Following the interviews, Blumin (1988) surveyed a larger sample of college 
presidents and academic cabinet members to determine which indicators they used most 
fi’equently. Table 1 shows the indicators with the highest fi’equency of use in each 
category. These indicators, as well as some that were ranked lower, such as graduation 
and transfer rates, percentage of students passing competency tests, satisfaction ratings 
of graduates by employers under outcomes, number of student activities and clubs, and 
number of credits of general education under content, and size of faculty and amount of 
financial aid to students under resources could be appropriately used as indicators for 
specific types of community college programs, such as culinary arts degrees, because 
they evaluate intrinsic characteristics of the programs. Blumin found a definite need for 
additional research exploring this multi-dimensional approach and believes that her 
research could guide community college leaders in “discussions regarding institutional 
mission, long-range goals, institutional planning and accreditation” (pp. 98 - 99).
Other Approaches to Quality Assessment
More recent research on community colleges has acknowledged, like Blumin (1988) 
did, that the diverse nature of community college missions and student bodies calls for 
the need for different forms of assessment. In particular, the 6 c t that community colleges 
typically serve older, part-time, adult and vocational or terminal occupational students 
makes it difficult for them to become engaged with their peers and the institution (Astin, 
1993). Astin (1993) believed that the recent high school graduate, who starts at a
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Table 1
Frequency of Use of Indicators of Community College Quality
Dimension and Indicator % of Respondents
OUTCOMES
Percent of graduates employed 93
Rate of retention or attrition 88
CONTENT
Headcount or FTEs generated by degree program 90
Headcount or FTEs generated by continuing education 90
OPERATIONS
Number of articulation/transfer agreements 90
Faculty-student or advisor-advisee ratio 72
RESOURCES
Size of student enrollment 93
Size of budget 90
REPUTATION
Ratings on student evaluations 55
Ratings on classroom observations 54
VALUE-ADDED
Average gain on standardized tests scores 16
Note: From Blumin, M.F. (1988). Assessing Quality o f Community Colleges: 
Dimensions, Criteria and Indicators. Doctoral Dissertation: Cornell University. DAI-A 
49/10, p. 2943, April 1989.
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community college but hopes to pursue a baccalaureate degree, might be penalized by 
community colleges’ focus on part-time students and night and weekend courses, as well 
as the absence of any pressure to participate in the campus social life.
Astin (1993) acknowledged that “some community colleges operate vocational or 
occupational programs have very high retention rates... Even though the students may be 
diverse with respect to age, academic preparation, and social background, they are 
apparently able to form a strong sense of community and peer identification because the 
programs are small, the students share common career interests and are exposed to a 
common set of curricular experiences, and full-time attendance is required” (p. 417). In 
addition, he theorized that students benefited from small classes, taught by faculty 
actively involved with teaching and advising, rather than research.
Banta, Black, Kahn, and Jackson (2004) advocated that because community college 
missions focus on specific objectives such as educating students for the workplace, they 
can serve as better models for tracking student accomplishments and informing the public 
of their accomplishments than other types of IHEs. They cited examples of colleges such 
as Butler Community College in Kansas, that have stopped using standardized 
assessments in favor of locally develop performance-based assessment, such as 
portfolios, capstone projects, and internships. They recommended involving external 
community stakeholders, as well as campus stakeholders, in the process of planning and 
developing assessment procedures. In particular, community partners can assist with 
determining learning outcomes for specific majors and evaluating students involved in 
field experiences (p. 8). Like other authors, they encouraged schools to imbed assessment 
into the institutional culture and to use multiple assessment methods.
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The effort to evaluate the quality of higher education by looking at the students’ 
educational experience filtered down fi'om the four-year college arena to that of the 
community college. An article by McCleeney (2004) supported the view that using 
selectivity and institutional resources as measures of quality without taking into 
consideration student learning is inappropriate, especially for community colleges. She 
advocated Kuh’s approach that quality “should be defined in terms of the student’s 
educational experience—in particular, the student’s active engagement in his or her 
learning—at the institution” (p. 18).
McCleeny (2004) reported on research based on the Community College Survey of 
Student Engagement (CCSSE), completed by over 90,000 community college students in
2004. The CCSSE was developed in partnership with the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE) led by George Kuh. The study was similar to the NSSE in that both 
focus on institutional improvement, educational practices and engagement, have common 
funding through groups like the Pew Charitable Trusts and the Lumina Foundation, and 
rely on self-reported data (Community College Survey of Student Engagement, 2005). 
The survey asked questions about five benchmark areas: 1) Active and Collaborative 
Learning, 2) Student Effort, 3) Academic Challenge, including the nature and amount of 
work, complexity of cognitive tasks, and performance standards, 4) Student-Faculty 
Interaction, and 5) Support for Learners (McCleeny, 2004).
McCleeny (2004) deemed that the CCSSE has multiple benefits for community 
colleges. For faculty, it allowed them to compare their perceptions of interaction with 
students to what students report and showed that they should purposely re-design 
students’ learning experiences to require group projects, meetings with faculty, and
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attendance at events and other activities to compensate for community college students’ 
inability to meet with peers and faculty outside of class or participate in extracurricular 
activities. For administrators, the CCSSE assisted them with developing a “culture of 
evidence” (McCleeny, 2004, p. 20), comparing their institution to others, and evaluating 
their missions. In addition, the development of five key benchmarks of effective 
educational practice “allow community colleges, with missions focused on teaching, 
learning, and student success, to gauge and monitor their performance in areas that are 
truly central to their work and ... allow them to make appropriate and useful comparisons 
between the performance of one’s own college and that of groups of colleges similar in 
terms of size, location, student mix, and so on” (McCleeny, 2004, p. 18).
Because many community college programs can be considered vocational programs 
whose primary mission is to prepare students for the workforce, it is important to 
understand what employers think about the work-readiness of their graduates. The 
Institute for Research in Higher Education (1998) reported on the findings of the 1997 
National Employer Survey (NES) and its connections with education. The study asked 
employers to rate the local community colleges’ overall performance in preparing student 
for work in their establishments. Thirty-six percent of the respondents replied “more than 
adequate” and 55% replied “adequate.” The survey also found that the employers’ ratings 
of the local high schools, a local labor market with a small amount of college graduates, 
and employers with a large amount of employees who use computers, positively affected 
their perceptions of the work-readiness of the community college students. However, 
employers who perceived their current workforce as productive and interviewed a larger
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number of candidates before making hiring decisions had more negative opinions about 
the work-readiness of community college students.
In another part of the NES, employers ranked the importance of ten factors in making 
hiring decisions. The top three most important factors were an applicant’s attitude, 
communication skills, and previous employer references. The respondents ranked years 
of schooling and academic performance sixth and seventh, respectively, and teacher 
recommendations and reputation of the applicant’s school ninth and tenth. The Institute 
for Research on Higher Education (1998) judged that this shows a disconnect between 
employers requesting close ties between education and industry and having generally 
favorable views of community college graduates, but not giving schooling an important 
role in hiring decisions.
Summary o f Quality Assessment o f Community Colleges
Blumin (1988) applied the research on quality assessment of IHE’s that was current at 
that time to evaluation of community colleges. She found that the traditional measures of 
outcomes, resources, content, and operations were used as quality indicators more 
frequently than the relatively new concept of value-added or reputation, which does not 
appear to apply to colleges that most students select by convenience or location. More 
recently, researchers have applied the theories of student engagement to community 
colleges and through the CCSSE evaluated community colleges on the basis of such 
concepts as active and collaborative learning and academic challenge. In addition, 
because vocational and technical training is a primary focus of many community 
colleges, employers’ attitudes towards the schools and willingness to hire their graduates 
can be used as important measures of how well the colleges are fulfilling that portion of
52
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
their mission. The next section of the literature review looks at a rapidly expanding 
competitor of community colleges—the for-profit institution.
Quality Assessment of For-Profit Institutions 
Characteristics o f For-Profit Institutions
Like community colleges, for-profit institutions focus on vocational training and 
serve a diverse clientele. Although they represent only 13.8 % of associate degree 
culinary programs, it is important to recognize the influence of for-profit IHEs because 
two large groups of culinary schools. Le Cordon Bleu Schools and the Art Institutes, 
constitute some of the best-known, most highly marketed programs.
Private education in the form of apprenticeship and trade schools has existed since 
colonial times. Because classical education focused on teaching the children of the 
wealthy to become civic, business, and church leaders, trade schools developed to teach 
vocational and professional skills to a larger segment of the population (Ruch, 2001). 
Today, most for-profit schools are still categorized as trade schools preparing students for 
a particular profession, with the most prevalent programs being business, marketing, and 
cosmetology (Bailey, Badway, & Gumport, 2001).
The late 1980s through late 1990s marked a large growth in the number of for-profit 
institutions. The number of for-profit two-year degree programs grew by 78% and for- 
profit four-year programs grew by 266% in the period fi'om 1989 through 1999. By the 
late 1990s, 28% of all two-year degree granting institutions could be classified as for- 
profit (Bailey et al., 2001). Education Management Corporation -  parent company of the 
Art Institutes, Argosy Education Group, DeVry Institute of Technology, Strayer
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University, and Apollo Group -  parent of University of Phoenix, constitute some of the 
largest for-profit education corporations.
One of the primary business drivers of for-profit institutions is “providing greater 
access to higher education, which is one of the points at which economic opportunity 
meets social good” (Ruch, 2001, p. 72). To that purpose, they serve a different clientele 
than public institutions (Bailey et al., 2001; Ruch, 2001). They attract higher proportions 
of women and minority students. According to 1995 National Center for Education 
Statistics (NCES) data, 58% of all for-profit students were employed 35 hours per week 
or more, while data from 2000 indicated that almost half of for-profit students could be 
classified as low income (Ruch, 2001). Ruch summarized this information by stating; 
Atypical student pursuing a degree at a for-profit university fits the 
following demographic profile. 27-year old female, ethnic minority 
(Afiican American, Hispanic, or Asian), U.S. citizen, married, with one or 
two dependents, holding a full- or part-time job while going to school full 
time, and having some prior college experience. While they might not 
have done well in high school or college work they have come to the 
realization that a college degree is the most sensible and effective route to 
a better job, a higher standard of living, and opportunities for career 
advancement.
For-profit institutions also have different operating cultures and financial structures 
than public institutions (Bailey et al., 2001; Ruch, 2001). Most of the power of the 
institution is given to boards, presidents, provosts, and deans, rather than to department 
chairs, faculty, and students. Deans focus on supervising faculty, launching programs.
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and measuring student performance and satisfaction, rather than raising money or 
representing the department to outside groups (Ruch, 2001). Administrators, rather than 
faculty or committees, set curriculum, course schedules and objectives. Faculty are 
considered the delivery system for the school’s educational product. Having no faculty 
tenure system results in saving some faculty costs, the ability to hold faculty accountable 
for doing their jobs, and easier removal of non-performing employees.
Ninety percent of for-profit institutions’ revenues come fi'om tuition (Ruch, 2001). 
The schools maintain profitability by having focused missions, customer service 
orientations, economies of scale, and operating efficiencies due to not having to support a 
research agenda, athletic programs, faculty and student dining halls and housing, and also 
to good enrollment management procedures for high demand programs with high career 
placement rates, rapid response to market forces, and convenient, year-round academic 
calendars (Bailey et al., 2001; Ruch, 2001).
Quality o f For-Profit Institutions
For-profit institutions have been criticized for providing poor quality education 
(Ruch, 2001) and for emphasizing training over education (Bailey et al, 2001). Indeed, 
many consider one of the primary methods of assessing quality to be meeting the public’s 
expectations of the employability of their graduates (Ruch, 2001). Ruch also considered 
that market forces can reinforce quality because students would not attend the schools if 
they did not achieve their goals. Indeed, Bailey et al. reported that for-profit institutions 
have higher completion rates than public institutions. Within three years of enrolling,
40% of for-profit students had completed associate d%rees, while only 10% of public 
institution students had done so.
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Ruch (2001) considered the accreditation process to be one of the main guardians of 
quality and integrity for the for-profits. For many it is seen as a business objective met 
through the proper allocation of resources. The number of for-profit institutions 
accredited by some type of agency increased substantially in the early 1990s. However, 
over 80% are accredited by national agencies rather than regional accrediting agencies. 
Those accredited by the regional agencies have higher levels of general education 
requirements and more extensive student support services than institutions with no or 
other types of accreditation. In addition, there appear to be a substantial difference in the 
number of associate degrees granted by all for-profit two-year institutions, 44,223 for the 
1997-1998 academic year, as opposed to just 9,218 granted by regionally accredited for- 
profit two-year institutions (Bailey et al, 2001). These findings indicate that for-profit 
institutions do have some characteristics of quality institutions and that accreditation can 
be an important indicator of how closely their characteristics and quality levels mirror 
public and other types of private institutions.
Quality Assessment of Hospitality Programs 
Although there is very little research literature about culinary programs, a growing 
body of information can be found evaluating their closest relative, hospitality 
management programs. Like culinary schools, the number of hospitality management 
programs increased drastically fi'om the mid 1970s through today. In the 1970s, there 
were approximately 40 hospitality programs offering baccalaureate degrees. That number 
increased to 181 by 1994 (Su, Miller, & Shanklin, 1997/1998) and has remained feirly 
stable since that time. Currently, 800 schools offer some form of hospitality associate
56
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
degree, diploma, or certificate (International Council of Hotel, Restaurant, and 
Institutional Educators [ICHRIE], 2004).
Approximately 27 colleges and universities in the United States also offer graduate 
degrees in hospitality management (ICHRIE, 2004). The research conducted by these 
schools has established a growing body of knowledge about hospitality management 
education. Some of the most well-known publication forums for this literature are 
ICHRIE’s Journal o f Hospitality and Tourism Research and Journal o f Hospitality and 
Tourism Education, The Cornell Hotel and Restcmrant Administration Quarterly, The 
International Journal o f Hospitality Management, and the FIU Hospitality Review.
The next section of this paper reviews the literature on the aspects of quality of 
education as specifically related to hospitality management programs, including general 
quality factors, rankings, accreditation, the importance of curriculum requirements, 
internships and work experience, and specific competencies.
Quality Factors
Casado’s (1991) doctoral dissertation investigated many factors related to the quality 
of hospitality management education. He surveyed educators, industry recruiters, and 
alumni associated with Northern Arizona University to determine their perceptions of the 
importance of specialized courses versus general education, internships and work 
experience requirements, and program, faculty, and student success indicators. He used a 
semantic differential scale asking the respondents to rate each course or quality factor on 
a scale of 10 through 70, with 10 meaning extreme relative importance and 70 very 
strong n%ative opinions against the course or &ctor (p. 56). Casado hypothesized that 
based on the hospitality management education literature of the 1950s through 1980s,
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differences would exist in the perceptions of the three groups. Casado found that 
recruiters and educators perceived indicators of success, such as supervisory skills, 
industry internships, and communication and technical skills to have the highest mean 
importance when evaluating hospitality programs, while alumni gave the highest 
importance to program quality factors. Professional courses showed the second or third 
highest importance for all three groups, while general education courses and faculty 
quality components had the lowest importance.
The results of the order of importance of a list of 22 professional courses taught at the 
university showed high agreement between all respondents. All included Principles of 
Management, Food, and Beverage Cost Control, and Hospitality Human Resources 
Management in the top five most important courses. Recruiters and alumni added 
Industry Internship Work Experience to the group, with alumni listing it as the most 
important course. Recruiters and educators also included Hospitality Accounting in the 
top five courses, while alumni included Computer Applications (Casado, 1991).
Casado (1991) also found strong agreement on the order of importance of eight 
general education courses with Speech Communication, Hospitality Ethics, and Foreign 
Language ranked 1, 2, and 3 by all three groups. Philosophy was ranked eighth in 
importance by all three groups indicating a possible disconnect between the groups’ 
understanding of the theoretical basis of ethics and its application.
In the study, recruiters, alumni, and educators listed supervisory skills and 
communication skills as the first or second most important indicator of success and 
industry internship and technical skills as the third and fourth indicators. Grade point 
average and college prestige were the lowest ranked indicators for each group. In
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addition, the groups agreed that the top two faculty quality components were teaching 
effectiveness and industry experience while the lowest ranked factor was ratio of ftill- 
time to part-time instructors (Casado, 1991).
In the evaluation of eight program quality factors, the three groups ranked physical 
resources as most important and placement of graduates as either second or third most 
important. However, the study indicated more disagreement on factors such as breadth 
and depth of courses, student faculty ratio, school reputation, and selective admissions 
(Casado, 1991).
In a final question, Casado (1991) asked the respondents to indicate which of seven 
course area concentrations they preferred. Fifty-five percent of recruiters and forty-four 
percent of educators preferred a curriculum of “one-third general education, one-third 
general business and one-third professional courses.” Alternatively, the largest 
percentage of alumni (40%) preferred “substantial professional subjects with a modest 
scattering of general education and general business subjects” (p. 78), which was the 
second most frequent choice of recruiters and educators.
Casado’s study found that differences in perceptions about hospitality programs 
between educators, recruiters, and alumni were not as high as previous literature 
indicated. However, there were three distinct limitations of the study. First, all 
respondents were faculty members, recruiters, or alumni o f a single hospitality program. 
Second, a relatively small sample of only 55 recruiters, 55 alumni and 16 educators 
completed the survey. Third, the instructions for and the wording of the semantic 
differential scale seemed confiising. Although the instructions for each section asked the 
respondents to rate the importance of each item, the scales used wording such as usefiil
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versus useless, desirable versus undesirable, and essential versus unessential, which 
appeared to ask slightly different questions than important versus unimportant. These 
concerns limit the generalizability and reliability of the study. However, the types of 
courses and factors evaluated provide a substantial example of items that might 
appropriately be evaluated when studying culinary arts programs.
Ranking o f Hospitality Programs
The major ranking publications, such as USNWR, do not have separate rankings for 
hospitality programs. Therefore, a group of program directors performed their own 
reputational ranking survey of hospitality schools. Kent, Lian, Khan, and Anene (1993) 
surveyed hospitality program directors, hotel company presidents and vice-presidents, 
and restaurant company presidents and vice-presidents, asking them to rank the top ten 
hospitality bachelor, five master’s, and three doctoral programs in the United States. The 
researchers asked the hospitality program directors to fill out a questionnaire concerning 
the age and size of the program, the size and publishing activity of the faculty, the 
amount of endowment and the quality of facilities and then to rank a list of hospitality 
schools according to those same variables. The researchers gave the industry executives 
separate instructions to “rank the schools on the following combined criteria; academic 
excellence, ability to produce effective hospitality executives and consultants, and ability 
to produce top leaders in the industry” (p. 93).
The results ranked the oldest and most well-known program, Cornell University, as 
number one in all categories, except educators’ ranking of doctoral programs. Michigan 
State University, Florida International University, Purdue University, and University of 
Nevada Las Vegas constituted the rest of the top five ranked undergraduate programs
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except for restaurant executives, who ranked Pennsylvania State University above 
University of Nevada Las Vegas. The authors thought that educators’ greater familiarity 
with new programs and changes to existing schools accounted for the limited differences 
in ranking between that group and industry. They suggest that reputational surveys be 
performed every three to five years in order to determine changes in the perceptions of 
quality among programs.
In a more recent study, Gould and Bojanic (2002) expanded the previous research to 
include overall perceptual rankings and rankings based on eight specific attributes of 
hospitality programs. The authors specifically surveyed industry recruiters from hotels, 
restaurants, and other hospitality companies, such as casinos and country clubs, because 
they believed recruiters would be more in touch with what was happening on campus 
than higher-level executives (p. 27). They gave the respondents a list of 21 schools “that 
appear on the major program rankings” (Gould & Bojanic, 2002, p. 27) from which to list 
the top ten institutions offering the best hospitality programs. Cornell, again, achieved the 
best mean average rank, followed by University of Nevada Las Vegas and Purdue 
University.
More important to an understanding of potential quality factors for hospitality 
programs, the researchers conducted a pilot study asking “recruiters to identify attributes 
they deemed important when evaluating hospitality programs” (Gould & Bojanic, 2002, 
p. 28). The results showed the top eight attributes in order of importance were attitude of 
students, curriculum, work experience, quality of facilities, location, program size, 
number of faculty, and publishing record of faculty. When the schools were re-ranked 
using a complicated formula based on the recruiters’ preferences for these attributes and
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the perception of each attribute that each institution possesses, the top three schools were 
Purdue, University of Nevada Las Vegas, and Cornell (Gould & Bojanic, 2002). The 
researchers also found significant differences in ranking between respondents affiliated 
with a school as an employee, alumnus, patron, or board member and those non-affiliated 
with the program. However, the results showed only minor differences in rankings and 
preferred attributes between the three categories of recruiters.
Gould and Bojanic (2002) concluded that the study showed that ranking based on 
“evaluation of key performance indicators” (p. 31) and their level of importance can 
show the overall quality of a program, provide a measure of accountability, and more 
accurately portray stakeholder perceptions of the programs. However, the generalizability 
of this study is suspect because the sample of recruiters included only those referred by 
the career placement offices of two universities—University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
and Cornell University—rather than a national sample. Also, the attributes included in 
their chart showing the importance of attributes does not match the names of attributes in 
the table showing institutions ranked by attribute ratings, thus making it difficult for the 
reader to understand how the authors derived the rankings.
Accreditation o f Hospitality Programs
Due to the rapid growth in numbers of hospitality programs in the 1980s and 1990s, 
educators and industry professionals have become concerned with the quality and 
integrity of the programs. In response, the Council for Hospitality, Restaurant, and 
Institutional Education (CHRIE) organized the Accreditation Commission for Programs 
in Hospitality Administration (ACPHA). CHRIE began considering the procedures and 
standards of accreditation for hospitality programs in the early 1980s.
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In the Viewpoint and Commentary section of a 1984 edition of the Hospitality 
Education and Research Journal, three hospitality educators offered their opinions on 
accreditation. Michael Olsen (1984) of Virginia Polytechnic University advocated that 
accreditation could inform the dehate on identifying the common body of knowledge that 
should be taught by hospitality programs and the proper qualifications of faculty. Gerald 
Lattin (1984) of University of Houston agreed that accreditation would force weak 
programs to upgrade to meet minimum standards or he eliminated and that the 
advantages of accreditation outweighed its disadvantages. Alternately, Peter Van Kleek 
(1984) of Johnson and Wales University did not see the need for accreditation. He 
believed that CHRIE should stick with its original purpose of improving education, not 
regulating it, and that the programs were too diverse to determine common standards. He 
also advocated that the time and cost of developing an accreditation program would 
outweigh its benefits. The proponents of accreditation for hospitality management 
programs won out over its detractors as the commission adopted formal accreditation 
standards in 1990 and by March 1996 had accredited 33 bachelor degree programs. In 
1994, CHRIE also formed the Commission for Accreditation of Hospitality Management 
Programs (CAHM) to accredit associate degree programs and that group began 
accrediting schools in 1996.
After the accreditation process had been underway for several years. Su, Miller, and 
Shanklin (1997/1998) conducted a study to assess the importance of the ACPHA 
standards for curriculum and to compare the perceptions of educators and industry on the 
importance of 13 subject areas required by ACPHA standards and the defined skills and 
knowledge areas. The researchers surveyed 154 industry members of CHRIE. They
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received 70 usable surveys for a 49.6% response rate. The survey asked the respondents 
to rate their perceived importance of the subject areas or skills on a 7-point Likert-type 
scale, with 1 equal to extremely unimportant and 7 equal to extremely important. The 
results showed that the industry representatives rated six subject areas 6.0 or higher in 
importance. In order of highest means, these areas were interpersonal communication, 
management information systems, financial management, ethical considerations, 
personnel management, and marketing. Twelve skills areas achieved ratings of six or 
higher, with the top five being people skills, leadership, service orientation, oral 
communication, and listening skills.
The authors used educators’ information fi'om a previous study of hospitality 
administrators that asked the same questions. The educators also rated interpersonal 
communication as the most important subject area. However, they rated the importance 
of personnel management, lodging operation, legal environment, and sociopolitical 
influences higher than the industry representatives (Su et al., 1997/1998). In the skills 
area, educators also ranked people skills as the most important. On the other skills areas, 
the educators showed slight differences in order of importance fi'om the industry 
respondents, but the only truly significant difference was in their assessment of written 
communication skills which educators rated as significantly more important than 
industry.
Su et al. (1997/1998) hoped that their study would be replicated by surveying faculty, 
not just administrators and students, and a more representative sample of industry 
professionals, so that the results would have greater generalizability. In addition, they 
advocated asking whether the subject areas are best learned in school or on the job and
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whether additional subjects or knowledge and skills should be taught by accredited 
programs.
Importance o f Curriculum Requirements
The specific relevancy of curriculum requirements of hospitality management 
programs has been debated since the early 1980s. At that time, business journals and 
trade publications began to publish articles questioning the relevancy of business and 
management education. Pavesic (1984) thought that this problem might apply to 
perceptions of hospitality management programs as well. While programs might be 
considered innovative at their inception, over several years without curriculum changes, 
they may no longer be as relevant. Pavesic (1984) surveyed educators at 23 schools, and 
hospitality managers who recruited at Florida State University (FSU) and recent 
graduates of the school. The questionnaire asked the respondents to rate 33 hospitality 
subject areas on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (marginal importance) to 5 (essential 
importance) (p. 16-17). Because the researcher received only 37 complete surveys, he did 
not perform statistical tests on the results and does not consider the data to be 
representative of a particular population. Pavesic (1984) divided the subject areas into 
quartiles by importance levels. All three groups placed financial analysis, food, beverage, 
and labor cost control, and supervision and human relations in the first quartile. The 
greatest differences between the three groups occurred in the second quartile in which 
industry managers placed three subjects — hospitality accounting, administrative 
policies, and computer applications — which the two other groups placed in the first 
quartile, and three subjects—sanitation and safety, energy conservation, and 
housekeeping—which educators and graduates placed in the third and fourth quartiles.
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The placement of internship and work experience represented another important 
difference between the groups. It was ranked number one overall by recent graduates, 
number three by industry practitioners and number ten by hospitality educators. When the 
subject scores by all three groups were totaled, it was evident that the first quartile 
included primarily quantitative and personnel related courses.
In addition, Pavesic (1984) asked the educators to list their strategic concerns for 
hospitality education programs and to rank the perceived importance of eighteen 
components of program quality and faculty quality. The respondents listed the top three 
concerns as computer technology and application, faculty quantity/quality issues, and 
curriculum relevancy to industry needs. Their choice of the top three indicators of 
program quality included full-time teaching faculty, course breadth and depth, and 
employment and achievement of students/graduates. Finally, the top three faculty quality 
components were teaching experience, years of industry experience, and advanced 
degrees earned.
In a later study, Lefever and Withian (1998) asserted that hospitality industry 
administrators and educators had achieved a greater understanding of each other than in 
the past. The goal of their study was to “gain a broader perspective of the industry’s view 
of the effectiveness of hospitality-education curricula” (p. 71). They surveyed a 
convenience sample of 73 hospitality practitioners and received 46 responses with the 
majority being fi*om employees of hotels geographically located in Atlanta, Georgia. The 
next largest groups were restaurateurs and convention and meeting plaimers. The survey 
asked a variety of open-ended questions regarding what were the top industry issues, 
what were the strengths and weaknesses of the graduates, faculty, and programs, what is
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the ideal student work or internship requirement, and how relevant is the hospitality 
curriculum to industry needs.
The issues mentioned most frequently by both hotel and restaurant professionals 
involved human resources problems, specifically recruitment, retention, and finding 
management talent (Lefever & Withian, 1998). Other themes entailed “running an 
effective business, including financial management; government regulation and 
interference; and marketplace issues, such as competition” (p. 74).
The industry professionals stated that the greatest strengths of hospitality program 
graduates were that they were enthusiastic, energetic, and technically well-prepared. 
However, their greatest weaknesses were they overestimated their abilities and possessed 
unrealistically high expectations for their first jobs. The respondents indicated that faculty 
members motivate students and give the students a solid view of industry, but that 
schools could make the curriculum more relevant and rigorous. They also cited concerns 
that faculty need first hand experience with industry. Lefever and Withian (1998) 
hypothesized that the increased emphasis on academic credentials and publications in the 
hiring and tenure processes reduced the hiring of faculty with industry experience. Hotel 
industry respondents said the best way to prepare graduates was requiring internships or 
hands-on experience. The restaurant industry respondents also advocated that schools 
should focus on more hands-on experience, but also focus on leadership and providing 
opportunities for students to interact with business executives. The authors determined 
that the hospitality leaders might not be familiar with the curriculum based on the fact 
that many of the methods the respondents stated that education should use to prepare 
graduates were already part of the programs. They advocated more cooperative programs
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with industry and more interaction through using industry representatives as guest 
speakers and asking them to participate in advisory boards (Lefever & Withian, 1998). 
Importance o f Internships and Work Experience
As the previously cited works have indicated, the amount of work-based education, 
including required or elective internships and mandatory work requirements, represents a 
strong factor when evaluating the quality of hospitality management programs. Two 
studies focused specifically on this component. Downey and DeVeau (1987) conducted a 
survey of educators that found that most hospitality programs require students to 
complete 500 -  550 hours of internship. Most of the programs required the students to 
write a report about their internship, but no other documentation of their experience was 
prepared. However, Downey and DeVeau’s (1988) subsequent survey of industry 
recruiters showed that over 60% said that a hospitality internship should be 1,500 -  2,000 
hours in order for students to be fully immersed in the field. The majority of the 
respondents also thought that each school should have an internship director or 
coordinator and students should be required to prepare written and oral reports about their 
internship. The authors also reported that foodservice recruiters suggested that four-year 
programs do not adequately supply their recruitment needs and do not adequately teach 
students the nature of the foodservice business. In particular, the foodservice recruiters 
commented that supervisory experience should be a graduation requirement (Downey & 
Deveau, 1988).
The challenges of incorporating practical experience into the curriculum and 
evaluating program quality have also been felt in hospitality management education in 
the United Kingdom. Rimmington (1999) reported that hospitality schools were being
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encouraged to ensure their curriculums gave graduates the skills and knowledge to meet a 
high level of competence on the National Vocational Standards for the hospitality 
industry. In order to achieve these competencies and those set by the Skills Task Force, 
industry sources recommend that students participate in more practical foodservice work 
through both laboratory work at school and part-time employment. The Quality 
Assurance Agency for Higher Education reviews programs in six areas; “curriculum 
design, content and organization; teaching, learning and assessment; student progression 
and achievement; student support and guidance; learning resources; and quality 
management and enhancement” (p. 188). Rimmington advocated that to meet the 
National Vocational Standards and those of the Quality Assurance Agency, the 
connections between students’ aspiration and performance and curriculum development, 
content, learning and assessment and learning resources must be clearly articulated. 
Importance o f Specific Competencies
Regardless of whether students learn them through academic courses or work in the 
field, due to the career training orientation of hospitality management programs, it is 
important to understand what skills industry representatives look for in graduates. Tas 
(1988) reported on the first study to determine the competencies, “the activities and skills 
judged essential to perform the duties of a specific position” (p. 41) needed for entry- 
level hospitality managers. He sent a questionnaire to a sample group o f229 hotel 
managers drawn from a national list of hotels, and stratified by region. Seventy-five 
managers returned the survey. The questionnaire asked respondents to rate 36 
competencies on a Likert-type scale of 1 (unimportant) to 5 (essential). Tas found six
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competencies with average scores of 4.5 or higher that were considered most essential.
These competencies and their scores were:
Manages guest problems with understanding and sensitivity 4.80
Maintains professional and ethical standards in the work environment. 4.69 
Demonstrates professional appearance and poise 4.61
Communicates effectively both in writing and orally 4.61
Develops positive customer relations 4.60
Strives to achieve positive working relationships with employees based on 
perceptions of work interactions 4.52
(Tas, 1988, p. 42)
Tas (1988) performed chi-square analysis to determine if there were significant 
differences based on the managers’ personal background or type of hotel property. He 
found differences based on whether the manager held an academic degree on 13 
competencies. All of these essential competencies relate to human relations and 
communication skills. Tas asserted that hospitality management programs should ensure 
these competencies are taught within their curriculum. He advocated that schools teach 
these skills in a variety of environments including lecture, controlled laboratory 
experiences, case studies, role-plays, and outside practicum requirements.
Kay and Russette (2000) believed that to keep curriculum relevant, hospitality 
management schools must constantly evaluate which Essential Competencies (ECs) 
industry managers value. They extended Tas’ work by evaluating whether differences 
exist in ECs of hospitality managers based on functional areas. They considered ECs to 
be competencies with a mean score of 4.5 or above on a five-point Likert-type scale, 
where 1 equaled no importance and 5 equaled essential (p. 53). Their study attempted to 
determine different ECs for three different fimctional areas: food and beverage, fi’ont 
desk, and sales, fiuther subdivided into entry-level and middle-level management skills 
(p. 54). The population for the research was hotel and functional area managers fi’om 20
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hotels in the Palm Beach County Hotel and Motel Association. All the hotels had over 
100 rooms and over 100 employees. Ninety percent of respondents had worked in the 
hotel industry for over 10 years and 65% held director level positions.
The results of the survey allowed Kay and Russette (2000) to identify 86 total ECs. 
The authors subdivided the competencies based on whether they were common to all or 
some of the functional areas and management levels and by type of competency. They 
found 55 ECs important to more than one area, but only 18 that were common to all 
combinations (CECs). These included twelve considered leadership competencies, four 
interpersonal, one technical, one conceptual-creative, and no administrative 
competencies. Thirty-one ECs were specific to one functional and managerial level, all at 
the middle-management level. Kay and Russette also found some significant differences 
in certain competencies related to customer relations based on how many employees the 
managers supervised. In addition, female respondents rated role-modeling leadership, 
interpersonal skills, and conceptual-creative competencies higher than male respondents. 
Food and Beverage Competencies
Okeiyi, Finley, and Postel (1994) applied the research on competencies in hospitality 
education to the specific area of food and beverage management. They thought that since 
hospitality firms recruit 30 -  90% of their management trainees fi"om hospitality schools 
it is important to understand what competencies these firms expect the schools to teach 
their graduates. They cited three purposes to their study; “(1) determine importance 
ratings for food and beverage competency statements for hospitality industry 
practitioners, educators, and students; (2) compare differences of opinion for these three
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groups; and (3) determine the best method to teach these competencies to students” (p. 
37).
Okeiyi et al. (1994) sent a survey to human resource directors and managers of 40 
foodservice companies randomly selected from industry contacts and to food and 
beverage program directors of 200 colleges and universities offering bachelor degrees in 
hospitality management. The program directors were also asked to give the survey to 
their students. Ten of the directors did administer the survey to the students. The first part 
of the survey asked respondents to rate the importance of 35 technical skills for entry- 
level managers of food and beverage operations. The results showed that all three groups 
rated 10 competencies 4 or higher on a scale of 1 (not important) to 5 (very important). 
The 10 competencies were human relations, leadership skills and supervision, oral and 
written communication, customer relations, professional conduct/ethics, time 
management, energy management, conflict management, recruitment, and training. 
Educators and students rated beverage control, alcoholic beverage preparation and sales, 
banquet management, menu design, management of credit cards, union management, 
culinary terminology, and bartending and table-side cooking higher than industry. When 
asked to add competencies, educators inserted total quality management, managing 
change, accepting responsibility for actions, critical thinking, and oral presentation skills. 
Industry added renovation, facility planning, interior design, competitive purchasing, 
government regulation, job descriptions, employee handbooks, and foreign language 
skills. However, the authors did not discuss whether one or multiple respondents 
mentioned these new competencies.
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The second part of the survey asked the directors and industry representatives to 
recommend teaching methods for these competencies. “Lecture was selected by industry 
practitioners as the recommended method of instruction for 31 of the 35 competencies” 
and by educators for 26 of the 35 (Okeiyi et al., 1994, p. 39). In addition, educators 
recommended role-play, case study, and simulation methods for teaching verbal and 
written communication, time and energy management, and stress management. These 
findings showed that educators, industry representatives, and students agreed strongly 
about what competencies should be taught to future food and beverage managers. All 
three groups emphasized the need for training in management and human relations skills 
over technical skills. The groups also agreed, but not as strongly, on the use of lecture as 
the primary teaching method. The authors concluded that their study does indicate a 
definite need for industry, educators, and students to all keep up-to-date with the others’ 
expectations.
Summary o f Quality Assessment o f Hospitality Programs
Hospitality management programs have many of the same missions, goals, and 
features of culinary arts management programs in that they educate students for entry- 
level positions in the hospitality industry, of which foodservice represents a major 
component. These programs have been in existence longer than culinary schools and 
since the 1980s, many have graduate programs in addition to their undergraduate degree 
programs. Thus, they have been the subject of more research and evaluation than culinary 
programs. The methodology and results of these studies can provide a roadmap for how 
to evaluate culinary programs.
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Cassado’s (1991) study provided a thorough evaluation of quality factors for 
hospitality programs including the importance of particular subject areas, faculty and 
student quality factors, and student success indicators. He found relatively close 
agreement between educators, recruiters, and alumni as to what they considered 
important. Other studies investigated more specific attributes of the programs. Ranking 
systems (Gould & Bojanic, 2002; Kent et al., 1997) and accreditation (Su et al, 
1997/1998) have been just as controversial for hospitality programs as they have been for 
higher education in general. Studies of curriculum found that educators and industry 
agree that the most important subjects for hospitality graduates are those dealing with 
human resources management, financial analysis, and cost controls. Programs must 
constantly evaluate their curriculums to ensure that they teach subjects relevant to the 
skills needed in the hospitality industry (Lefever & Withian, 1998; Pavesic, 1984). In 
addition, educators and industry agree that hands-on training through internships and 
required work experience is essential for students to learn about the industry and develop 
their skills and knowledge. However, there has been no agreement on the optimum 
amount of this experience necessary to ensure graduates’ success (Downey & Deveau, 
1988; Rimmington, 1999). Finally, studies of the essential competencies needed for 
various types of hospitality positions have verified the importance of human relations, 
leadership, financial, and communication skills and can be used by educators to ensure 
that their programs train students to acquire these necessary skills (Kay & Russette, 2000; 
Okeiyi et al., 1994; Tas, 1988).
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The final section of the literature review will discuss the relatively small amount of 
academic literature that has investigated these quality factors and curriculum and 
competency issues as they apply to associate degree culinary arts programs.
Application to Culinary Arts Programs 
General Quality Factors and Standards
As stated in Chapter One, culinary arts programs are a relatively new phenomenon. 
The first culinary school in the United States, the Culinary Institute of America (CIA), 
opened in 1946 The number of culinary schools did not increase much through the mid- 
to-late 1980s. In 1981, only four schools existed (Scarrow, 1981). These early schools 
sought to teach students the technical skills needed to obtain entry-level positions, as well 
as standards of professionalism that would allow them to advance in their careers 
(Almarode, 1967; Folsum, 1967; Scarrow, 1981).
Scarrow’s 1981 dissertation. The Strategies Employed in the Establishment o f 
Culinary Schools Within the United States qualitatively studied the four existing schools: 
The Culinary Institute of America, Johnson and Wales College (JW), the National 
Cooking Institute (NCI), and the California Culinary Academy (CCA), to determine how 
they were established, sustained and improved, and to offer suggestions for starting new 
schools to satisfy the increasing demand for educated chefs and cooks. As an indicator of 
the sustainability of the programs, all but the NCI are still in existence and remain well- 
known.
All four of the schools required twenty months of study. However, the actual contact 
hours varied as class length and vacation times varied (Scarrow, 1981). All but JW
75
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
required students to participate in a lengthy externship, working on the job for a 
foodservice company under the guidance of a chef. Scarrow identified nine courses 
taught at all four schools: “ (1) Introductory Baking, (2) Introductory Hot Foods 
Preparation; (3) Introductory Dining Room Service and Supervision; (4) Advanced 
Baking and Classical Pastry; (5) Garde Manger; (6) Introductory a la carte and 
Intermediate a la carte; (7) Advanced a la carte and Advanced Table Service; (8) Pastry 
and Breakfast Cookery; and (9) Wines and Spirits/Mixology” (pp. 28 -  31). All the 
schools except CCA also required “Introductory Foods, International Foods, Coffee Shop 
Business, and Institutional Food Service Systems” (p. 31).
Through analysis of personal interviews with school directors, culinary publications, 
and other literature, Scarrow (1981) developed a total of 21 recommended strategies for 
curriculum development, recruitment of high quality and dedicated faculty, tuition and 
funding, students, and organization and administration. Table 2 shows some of the most 
pertinent of these recommended strategies. Scarrow also recommended 14 optional 
strategies in consideration of the changing demographic and government environment. 
These included; align the program with appropriate government agencies, state and local 
restaurant associations, and/or trade organizations, seek faculty with teaching experience, 
require a letter of recommendation fi'om a chef, an interview, and a qualifying exam for 
admissions, and incorporate fast foods, nutrition, and quantity cooking into the 
curriculum.
Current Curriculum
Wollin and Gravas (2002) appear to be the first researchers to apply any of the 
literature on quality and program content to culinary programs. The goal of their study
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Table 2
Recommended Strategies for Culinary Program Development
AREA STRATEGY
Curriculum /^point an advisory board to make recommendations 
regarding curricular and other important matters.
Have 2 lab classes for every lecture class.
Limit lab classes to 20 and lecture classes to 40 students.
Faculty The appropriate student/faculty ratio is 8;1.
Faculty should have a minimum of 6 -  10 years of industry 
experience.
Faculty should have a culinary associate degree.
Tuition and Funding Annual tuition should be around $5,000 per year.
Schools should supplement tuition with student fundraising, 
foundation grants, fundraising by a development office, and 
alumni organizations.
Students Student services, such as housing, advising, and placement 
offices, are essential from the inception of a program.
Organization and 
Administration
Pattern the school after existing schools. 
Seek accreditation from national agencies.
Note; From Scarrow, R.M. (1981). The Strategies Employed in the Establishment o f 
Culinary Schools Within the United States. Doctoral Dissertation; University of La 
Verne. DAI-A 42/06, p. 2644, Dec 1981.
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was to design a two-year curriculum for culinary arts that could be used as a model for 
evaluating current programs and for developing an articulation agreement between two- 
and four-year hotel and restaurant management programs. The authors hypothesized that 
most schools just followed the curriculum of Cornell University or CIA without any real 
effort to determine what subjects are most appropriate.
Wollin and Gravas (2002) asked representatives of 98 associate degree programs 
identified from the CHRIE guide and the list of ACF accredited programs to send them 
course catalogs. They received catalogs fi'om 58 programs resulting in a 59% response 
rate. Performing content analysis on the catalogs, they established a list of course titles, 
credit requirements, and the percentage of schools requiring the course. This analysis 
resulted in a list of 29 courses, excluding general education classes, such as English and 
Math. In some cases they combined classes with similar content, but different titles such 
as putting classes called “Formal Service” and “Professional Service” under the Dining 
Room Service course. Their study showed the number of credits required ranged fi'om 42 
-  76, again excluding general education classes. The mean was 57 credits and the median 
was 54.5 credits. The most variation in credits per courses was in Food Preparation,
Garde Manger, Internships, and Buffet/catering.
The authors refined this information into a model curriculum of the 17 courses that 
the largest number of schools required (see Table 3). They assigned a number of credits, 
ranging fi'om 1.5 -  5, to each course so that the total credits of the recommended program 
equaled 54.5, the median of all the schools. Fourteen of the schools that responded fit this 
model curriculum in terms of offering the courses, but may not have assigned the same 
number of credits to each course (Wollin & Gravas, 2002).
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Table 3
Model Culinary Arts Program Curriculum
COURSE # OF CREDITS MATCH TO HOTEL COURSES
Culinary Principles 3 No
Introduction To Hospitality 3 Yes
Sanitation 2 Yes
Restaurant Management 3 No
Computer Concepts 1.5 Yes
Purchasing 3 Yes
Food Preparation 4 Yes
Nutrition 3 No
Buffet/Catering 3 No
Food/Beverage Controls 3 Yes
Wine/Beverage Service 3 Yes
Advanced Food Preparation 5 No
Garde Manger 4 No
Menu Planning 3 No
Internship 3 Yes
Baking/Pastry 6 No
International Cuisine 2 No
Note: From Wollin, M. and Gravas, S. (2002). A proposed curriculum and articulation 
model for two-year degree programs in culinary arts. Journal o f Hospitality and Tourism 
Education, 14(2): 46-53.
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In the second part of study, Wollin and Gravas asked four-year schools for catalogs, 
articulation agreements, and transfer contracts to see which of the courses of the model 
curriculum could be used to create articulation agreements. They found that eight classes 
could be matched with requirements of the Hotel programs.
The list of classes does not differ much from Scarrow’s (1981) list of required courses 
at the first four schools. However, the classes not included in Scarrow’s record are all in 
management areas such as Sanitation, Food/Beverage Controls, and Menu Planning, as 
well as the Computer Course that would have been impractical in 1981. Wollin and 
Gravas (2002) advocated that this study could be used to start a dialogue between two- 
and four-year programs. However, they advocated more research to determine the 
percentage of culinary graduates transferring to other schools versus going directly into 
the workforce, potential differences in employment opportunities for graduates of two- 
versus four-year programs, and whether attendance at four-year schools can enhance the 
skills of culinary graduates (p. 52).
Specific Competencies for Culinary Graduates
Two resources were identified that provide insight into the specific competencies 
necessary for culinary arts programs graduates; a textbook geared towards aspiring chefs. 
So You Want to be a Chef? Your Guide to Culinary Careers (Brefere, Drummond, & 
Barnes, 2006) and the American Culinary Federation (ACF) accreditation guidelines.
Brefere et al. (2006) supplied multiple charts listing the specific skills, knowledge, 
and competencies needed for employment in various areas of the foodservice industry, 
including restaurants, hotels, cruise lines, catering, supermarkets, business and industry, 
and education. They showed the importance of each skill, knowledge and competency for
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increasing levels of job responsibility ,from entry-level positions, such as sous chef or 
kitchen manager, to mid-level positions, such as restaurant chef or assistant executive 
chef, to top positions, such as executive chef or corporate executive chef Unfortunately, 
the authors gave no information as to how they determined these skills and importance 
levels. Table 4 summarizes the listings of competencies and importance at the different 
levels of employment for restaurants and hotels, the two largest employers of culinary 
graduates.
It is interesting to note that this list does not include human resources or interpersonal 
skills competencies identified as so important by the hospitality management education 
literature. The closest items are Presentation and Public Speaking, Marketing/Public 
Relations, and Conversational Spanish. The later has become an increasingly necessary 
supervisory skill, as 20 % of restaurant industry employees are Hispanic (Robinson- 
Jacobs, 2004). However, the typical interpersonal skills do surface in a list of success 
factors that Brefere et al. (2006) provided for pastry chefs that would be applicable to 
other culinary positions as well. This list included attention to detail, focus on the 
customer, information sharing, teamwork, development of self and others, 
professionalism, strong relationships, delegation, organization, supervision, and planning.
The American Culinary Federation (ACF) emphasizes education through its 
certification program, culinary competitions, regional and national conferences, and 
publications. In 1986, it created the ACF Accrediting Commission (ACFAC) to “ensure 
that industry standards are met within educational environments” (Matuszewski, 1999, p. 
69) and to recognize “that the future of the industry would be determined by the 
competence of the individuals entering the field” (ACF AC, 2003, p. P2).
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Table 4
Culinary Competencies and Importance for Three Levels of Job Responsibility
Importance
Competency Entry-level Mid-level Executive-level
Wine Knowledge Moderate Moderate High
Conversational Spanish High High High
Presentation & Public Speaking Low Low High
Word/PowerPoint/Excel High High High
Hot & Cold Competition Moderate Moderate High
Baking/Pastry Moderate High High
F&B Financials Low High High
Sanitation Certification High High High
Classical Cuisine Low Moderate High
ACF Certification Low Low High
Nutritional Cooking Moderate Moderate High
Marketing/Public Relations None Moderate High
Note; From Brefere, L.M, Drummond, K.E., and Bames, B (2006). So You Want to be a 
Chef? Your Guide to Culinary Cæeers. Hoboken, NJ; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
At the first commission meeting, held in January 1987, the 11 member group, chaired 
by Mary Petersen, granted accreditation to two schools—Johnson County Community 
College and Cincinnati Technical College. The group approved 15 programs for 
accreditation within the next two years. The United States Department of Education
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recognized the commission as a specialized accrediting agency in 1990 and the Council 
for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) currently recognizes the group. The 
accreditation process certifies that apprenticeship programs and secondary and post­
secondary schools meet proscribed standards and teach certain competencies. As required 
by CHEA, the commission reviews all standards and documents at least every five years. 
As of January 2005, the organization accredited 161 institutions (Candice Childers, ACF 
Accreditation Manager, personal communication. May 25, 2005).
The ACF AC Handbook (2003) contains all the approved policies and procedures, 
standards, and required competencies for accreditation of associate degree culinary arts 
programs. The following information summarizes the most important contents of these 
documents as they relate to potential quality indicators for culinary programs. To be 
eligible for accreditation, the institution must be institutionally accredited by an agency 
recognized by the USDE and legally authorized by state law to provide postsecondary 
education. It must have been in continuous operation for at least two years. The program 
coordinator must have industry certification at the management level and/or five years 
industry experience, as well as a bachelor degree or equivalent in a related field. “The 
objective of a program is the development of the students’ competence to practice 
effectively in an entry-level position as a cook, pastry cook, or foodservice management 
trainee and ensure the ability to advance within the hospitality industry and for lifelong 
enhancement of learning and opportunities” (ACF AC, p. S3).
The next group of standards mirror the categories used in Scarrow’s (1981) study, 
such as organization and administration, curriculum, and faculty. The most relevant 
standards are presented in Appendix A. The ACF AC does not have standards for tuition
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and funding and in place of Scarrow’s optional category, the ACF AC has specific 
regulations for facilities. In keeping with the growth of accountability, it addresses 
program assessment. Like other forms of accreditation, these ACF AC standards and 
knowledge areas provide a solid basis for evaluating programs. However, since the 
individual schools are judged by how closely they adhere to self-reported missions, goals, 
and standards, there is definitely room for evaluation and investigation as to whether 
these are the sole factors by which to measure the quality of all culinary arts associate 
degree programs.
The ACF AC also requires that accredited schools must provide training in twelve 
specific knowledge areas. The twelve areas consist of: 1) Basic Baking, 2) Beverage 
Management, 3) Business and Math Skills, 4) Dining Room Service, 5) Food Preparation, 
6) Garde Manger, 7) Human Relations Management, 8) Introduction to Hospitality, 9) 
Menu Planning, 10) Nutrition, 11) Purchasing and Receiving, and 12) Sanitation and 
Safety. The accrediting standards specify that the schools must provide a minimum of 30 
hours of instruction each in the areas of supervisory management, nutrition, and 
sanitation. In addition, under each knowledge area, the ACF AC lists from 10 to 20 
precise competencies that the culinary students should acquire through their coursework. 
These lists of competencies are too lengthy to include in this document.
Culinary Program Characteristics
In 2005, La Lopa (2005) and a group of undergraduate research assistants conducted 
a telephone survey of 51 culinary schools in order to determine some of the base 
characteristics. Seventy-five percent of the schools surveyed offered associate degrees. 
LaLopa found that the mean number of students was 228, with a range of 16 to 1,780
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students. The mean annual tuition per year was $9,663, with a range of $1,060 to 
$55,000. Sixty-one percent of students received some form of financial aid. The mean 
number of full-time faculty was nine, with a range of one to 55. Sixty-six percent 
required an internship of an average of 381 hours for graduation. Only half the schools 
calculated retention rates, while 75% calculated placement rates, which averaged 92.5%. 
The mean starting salary for graduates was $24,821 with a range of $10,712 to $32,500 
(La Lopa, Xie, Cornwell, Sleeman, & Halterman, 2005).
Although Lalopa’s study represents a first effort to examine the state of culinary 
programs in America, he admits to difficulties with the methodology. The researchers 
started with a population o f457 schools listed on culinary program websites, sorted them 
by state, and attempted to randomly select schools fi’om each state. They found that 40% 
of the contact names and phone numbers were incorrect. They also found many contact 
people were unwilling or unable to answer their questions (La Lopa et al., 2005). They 
used a replacement process to eventually achieve 51 completed surveys. Therefore, one 
could question whether the schools willing to participate are truly representative of all 
schools. Also, the schools offered various programs ranging fi’om certificate to associate 
to bachelor, degrees but the results were not analyzed by types of schools.
Summary o f Culinary Arts Irrformation
The number of schools offering associate degrees in culinary arts has increased fi’om 
4 to 261 in the past 25 years. In comparing the research of Scarrow (1981) and Wollin 
and Gravas (2002), the types of technical courses required by the programs have not 
changed significantly. However, more management courses have been added to the 
curriculum. Brefere et al. (2006) offer insights into the technical and supervisory skills
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needed at various levels of culinary management. The standards and required knowledge 
areas and competencies developed by the ACF AC in order to accredit culinary programs 
establish further guidelines for evaluating the quality of these degree programs. The 
research of La Lopa et al. (2005) provides an overview of some of the characteristics of 
culinary arts programs. However, the results did not specifically apply to associate degree 
programs.
Summary of the Literature Review
This literature review has discussed many theories and applications of quality
assessment for institutions of higher education. It began by reviewing the broad theories
applicable to all IHEs that viewed quality in terms of reputation, resources, content, and
outcome. It showed how these concepts evolved into more detailed analysis of college’s
effect on students, the importance of engagement, and attempts to evaluate schools using
a value-added approached.
The chapter next reviewed the problematic nature of using highly visible ranking
systems as a proxy for quality and detailed how the accreditation system and agencies
have assumed an influential role in evaluating quality and communicating information
about it to the public. Although the literature showed that IHEs have made substantial
progress in quality assessment, a quote from Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) summarizes
the challenges that remain:
The evidence also clearly points out the need for more useful taxonomies, 
for better measures of college effectiveness and quality, for more 
circumspection in our beliefs and claims about the benefits of attendance 
at different kinds of institutions, and for moderation and candor in our 
recruiting literature. The quality of undergraduate education may be much
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more a function of what colleges do programmatically than it is of the 
human, financial, and education resources at their disposal”, (p. 637)
After this general discussion, the literature review was narrowed to an assessment of 
quality in the type of educational institutions in which associate degree programs are 
located, community colleges and for-profit institutions. Although the general quality 
indicators apply to these schools, any evaluation measures must take into account their 
different student demographics, institutional missions and goals, and traditional focus on 
vocational education. The review next presented an assessment of hospitality 
management programs including general quality factors, ranking, accreditation, and the 
importance of curriculum, internships and work experience, and specific competencies. 
Because the foodservice industry is a sub-segment of the hospitality industry and many 
schools offer both hospitality and culinary degrees, the quality indicators for hospitality 
programs have pronounced applicability to the evaluation of culinary programs.
Finally, the chapter presented the limited literature specifically related to culinary arts 
programs. Several studies have investigated culinary program curriculum and required 
competencies for culinary positions. The ACF AC standards and required knowledge 
documents provide one method for evaluating programs. However, much research is 
needed in order to understand fully the special nature of these programs and to develop 
standards for evaluating and comparing them. Chapter 3 will explain the methodology for 
investigating the characteristics of and quality indicators for associate degree culinary 
arts programs.
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CHAPTERS
METHODOLOGY 
This chapter presents the methods used to provide baseline data about the 
characteristics of associate degree programs and the quantitative survey research methods 
used to analyze the perceptions of culinary educators and industry professionals 
concerning factors relating to the quality of culinary programs. The chapter describes the 
research problems, the selection of the population to be studied and the sampling frame, 
the development of the research instrument, the data collection techniques, and the data 
analysis procedures.
Review of the Research Problems 
The comprehensive research problem this study addressed was determining the 
common characteristics of associate degree culinaiy arts programs and to what extent 
each of these characteristics can be used as indicators for evaluating the quality of the 
programs. This problem was divided into sub-questions as follows:
1. What are the similarities and differences in core curriculum content across 
associate degree culinary arts programs?
2. How do schools offering associate degrees in culinary arts vary by general 
characteristics, including curriculum resources, faculty, students, student services 
and activities, facilities, organization and administration, and program outcomes?
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3. What characteristics serve as indicators of program quality?
4. How do culinary educators and industry representatives differ as to what they 
consider important subjects to teach and what factors indicate program quality?
5. If there are differences between the two groups, how can they be reconciled to 
derive a core curriculum and a common list of quality indicators?
6. How do the actual subjects taught and program characteristics compare to those 
identified by educators and industry representatives as the most important subjects 
and quality indicators?
Development of Characteristic and Subject Databases 
Characteristic Database
The first project of this study consisted of developing the database of associate degree 
culinary programs and their characteristics. The researcher selected schools for inclusion 
from those listed in Peterson’s Culinary Schools, 8* ed. (2004), ShawGuides The Guide 
to Cooking Schools, 16*** ed. (2004), ICHRIE’s Guide to College Programs, 8* ed. (2004) 
and the ACF list of accredited programs (2005). She considered programs part of the 
sample if they offered associate degrees in Culinary Arts, Culinary Management, or 
Culinary Technology. Those offering Foodservice Management or Hospitality degrees 
were excluded in order to focus as specifically as possible on culinary programs. The 
names of the 261 schools included in the database can be found in Appendix B.
The researcher chose the characteristics researched based on matching them to the 
survey factors indicating program quality developed from the literature review and the 
categories listed in Peterson’s (2004), which provided more comprehensive information
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than the other guides. The list of characteristics can be found as part of the data analysis 
in Chapter Four. Three research assistants helped gather and record the data from the 
guidebooks into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. In addition to the characteristics, they 
recorded the contact persons and their addresses for survey mailing purposes.
The researcher reviewed all entries for accuracy and completeness. If information for 
a particular variable was not in the guidebooks, the researcher attempted to find the 
information on the school website. In particular, often schools did not list all tuition and 
fees and application procedures. Also, the researcher had to make some subjective 
judgments while interpreting information about the number and types of classroom and 
lab facilities and the number of and certification of faculty. Finally, the information was 
recoded for purposes of transferring it to SPSS, version 12.1, for analysis.
Subject Database
The researcher developed a database of subjects taught at the end of the survey 
process. The original intent was for educators to mail her a degree worksheet with the 
completed survey. She asked them to do so in the cover letter and the instructions on the 
front of the survey booklet (See Appendix C). However, she received worksheets for only 
26 schools. Therefore, the researcher and two assistants found the degree requirements on 
school websites. The information was primarily found in academic program sites and 
school catalogs. They found information on 206 schools in this manner. Degree 
requirements could not be located for 29 programs.
The database was set up to match the list of subjects in the survey. For each school, 
the researcher coded the subjects as follows: 1 -  Required Course, 2 -  Culinary Elective,
3 -  General Education Elective, and 4 -  Not Listed. If a course was part of a distribution
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requirement, such as if a program required three credits of any social science elective, it 
was coded as a 3 -  General Education Elective. The researcher also recorded whether the 
program operated on a semester or quarter calendar, the number of professional and 
general education credits required, and the total number of credits the program required 
for the associate degree.
The coding process proved to be the most subjective component of the study. First, 
many of the course names did not match the names the author developed for the survey. 
For example, is a Food Production I class the same as Basic Cooking? Where available, 
the researcher reviewed course descriptions to assist in the decision making process. 
Second, many of the names of required courses incorporated two of the courses 
researched, such as Menu Design and Cost Control or Restaurant and Bar Management. 
The researcher coded these as showing the school required both courses. Third, for the 
general education classes, many were listed only as distribution requirements on the 
worksheet and the researcher had to search further for detailed listings of what the school 
considered a humanities course versus a fine arts course. In addition, many states, such as 
California, have different requirements for students just completing the associate degree 
than for students desiring transfer to four-year institutions, complicating the classification 
of information even Anther.
To assess the reliability of the coding process, an independent expert, the Director of 
Advising for the William F. Harrah College of Hotel Administration at the University of 
Nevada Las Vegas, coded a random sample of 26 degree requirement worksheets. Her 
coding was exactly the same as the author’s for eight (31%) of the worksheets. For the 
other 18 worksheets, her coding differed from the author’s in one of three areas. First,
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whether the school required Culinary Principles -  Lecture or culinary courses, such as 
Advanced Cooking and Saucier. Second, whether the school required culinary lecture 
classes, such as Restaurant and Beverage Management or Career Development. Both 
variations could be caused by the differences in potential names of the classes or many 
topics combined into a single specific course. The third type of difference was whether 
certain courses were included as General Education electives. In this case, the 
researcher’s coding benefited from Anther investigating the requirements after she gave 
the Director of Advising the worksheets. Despite these drawbacks, the researcher asserts 
that based on her knowledge about culinary education and teaching and advising 
experience, the coding of the subjects adequately reflects the actual course content.
Rationale for Quantitative Survey Methodology
As discussed in Chapter 2 of this study, the development of associate degrees in 
culinary arts is relatively new. Thus, a large body of research knowledge about these 
programs does not yet exist. Research about related types of education can inform the 
discussion, but has limits as to its direct applicability to such a specific program. 
Therefore, this study will attempt to explore and describe the features of culinary arts 
programs and begin to offer methods for evaluating their quality and effectiveness.
Quantitative survey methods represent the best design for descriptive and exploratory 
research (Babbie, 2001; Glatthom, 1998). In addition, survey research is the preferred 
method for “collecting original data for describing a population too large to observe 
directly” (Babbie, 2001, p. 238). With over 260 culinary schools and 132,000 chefs and
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head cooks (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2004) in the United States, the population under 
study can definitely be considered large.
The methodology for the study followed Dillman’s (2000) Tailored Design Method 
(TDM). TDM offers methods for increasing the quality of information received and 
response rates, while reducing error in self-administered surveys. It incorporates elements 
of social exchange theory to design surveys people want to complete. This is done 
through offering intangible and/or tangible awards for survey completions, reducing the 
risk of respondents’ experiencing anxiety or embarrassment due to completing the 
survey, and limiting the amount of inconvenience for and establishing trust with the 
respondents (Dillman, 2000). TDM also involves tailoring the survey to the situation by 
considering the nature of the population and the research instrument.
Population and Sampling Frame
The population for the study consisted of two groups; program directors, academic 
deans, or instructors from the schools identified as having associate degree culinary 
programs and a random sample of active chef members of the American Culinary 
Federation (ACF). The project used a census approach to survey the perceptions of 
educators from the population of culinary arts degree programs. Using the formula 
outlined in Dillman (2000), with a 95% confidence interval and 3% sampling error, and a 
population of 261 schools, a sample of at least 190 schools was needed. Since the total 
population was not that much larger, the survey was sent to an educator from all culinary 
schools identified as having associate degree programs. As suggested by the National 
Center for Education Statistics (1999), the accuracy of the contact information for the
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appropriate person to send the survey to was verified through searching the schools’ 
websites and, in a few cases, calling the schools. This approach was used in order to 
achieve a high response rate. Also, since the survey had a large number of questions, a 
large number of responses was necessary to adequately validate each item (Cone & 
Foster, 1993).
The Bureau of Labor Statistics (2004) estimates the population of culinary industry 
chefs and managers to be 132,000 people. In order to survey the perceptions of chefs and 
managers representative of a wide variety of industry segments, the researcher obtained a 
random sample of active chef members of the ACF Over 9,200 chefs from many 
segments of the industry are active members of the ACF A recent membership survey 
conducted by the organization found that the majority of its active members work in 
educational institutions, country clubs, hotels, independent restaurants, 
hospitals/healthcare facilities, and catering operations (Beverly Stuart, ACF Membership 
Director, personal communication, April 5, 2005).
Using the formula outlined in Dillman (2000), with a 95% confidence interval and 
3% sampling error, and an active membership o f9,900, a sample of approximately 965 
was necessary for valid data analysis. The researcher obtained permission from the ACF 
National Director, to purchase a database of 1,000 active members with their addresses. 
The actual database obtained contained 1,183 names. The researcher assumed that 
anyone listed as a Certified Culinary Educator (CCE), which requires at least 1,200 
contact hours of teaching experience and 120 contact hours of approved educational 
development courses to achieve (ACF, 2005), should be more accurately classified as an 
educator. For this reason, she moved 38 names to the educator database. She removed 16
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names from the database because they either participated in the pilot study or had 
addresses outside the United States. She also removed 3 names from the educator list and 
22 names from the industry list because the people lived in areas of Louisiana and 
Mississippi that had recently been severely affected by Hurricane Katrina and mail 
service was questionable. Thus, the final sample consisted o f296 culinary educators and 
1,107 industry chefs.
The Research Instrument
The Survey
The survey instrument (See Appendix C) administered to educators and industry 
representatives consisted of four sections. The first section listed subjects and was 
divided into two categories; professional courses and general courses. The original list of 
25 professional courses combined the courses recommended by Wollin and Gravas 
(2002), the twelve knowledge areas required for culinary programs to gain ACF 
accreditation, and three additional courses suggested as important by the hospitality 
literature, Law, Marketing, and Facilities Planning. Two additional courses. Menu 
Development and Culinary Career Development, were added following the pilot study. 
The list of 20 general subjects included courses teaching communication, writing, and 
critical thinking skills, as well as science, social science and humanities topics. This list 
was derived from those courses judged important by the general quality literature (Astin, 
1985, 1993; Boyer, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991) and the courses investigated in 
Casado’s (1991) study. The survey asked the respondents to rate the importance of
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offering classes in these subject areas on a five point Likert-type scale, with one being 
“not important” and five “very important.”
The second section of the survey listed potential quality indicators for associate 
degree culinary arts programs. These indicators were divided into eight categories. Three 
categories—resources, students, and student activities—were specifically derived from 
the general quality and engagement literature (Astin, 1983; Haworth & Conrad, 1997; 
Kuh, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). The other five categories—faculty, student 
services, facilities, organization and administration, and program outcomes—were 
derived from the above authors, as well as the hospitality literature and the ACF AC 
standards. The survey asked the respondents to rate the importance of each of these 
factors in evaluating the quality of an associate degree program on a five point Likert- 
type scale, with one being “not important” and five “very important.”
The third section consisted of open-ended questions asking the respondents to record 
any other subject areas and indicators they believed are important that were not included 
in the survey and to offer comments about the survey. Following the pilot study, the 
researcher added a question asking the respondents to identify topics they considered 
appropriate for future culinary education research.
The fourth section of the survey asked for basic demographic information about the 
respondent. Five questions were identical for educators and industry representatives; job 
title, gender, total years of foodservice industry experience, level of education, and 
professional certifications achieved. Educators were also asked their number of years of 
teaching experience, and the size and type of school at which they are employed. The 
industry representatives were asked which segment of industry they are employed in.
96
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
their number of years as a manager/chef, total number of culinary employees at their 
place of business, and number of culinary employees with culinary arts associate degrees. 
Obtaining this information allowed for more detailed analysis about similarities and 
differences in the perceptions of the survey participants. In an effort to reduce 
respondents’ stress about completing the survey, the questionnaire did not ask for salary 
information. Copies of the final questionnaire and cover letters appear in ^pend ix  C. 
Expert Review
The questionnaire was assembled by combining the most applicable features of the 
survey instruments discussed in Chapter 2. To ensure the validity of the instrument, a 
two-step testing process was performed before the data collection began. First, six 
culinary educators, six industry experts, and a marketing research consultant were asked 
to analyze the survey and cover letters. The cover letter and list of experts can be found in 
Appendix D. The participants were asked how much time they took to take the survey, 
whether they had problems with the wording of any of the questions, whether the order of 
sections and questions seemed appropriate, whether they believed the questions actually 
applied to determining quality indicators, and whether any other skills or quality 
indicators should be added to the survey. This process was conducted by e-mailing or 
mailing the survey and the review questions to each expert and asking them to mail or fax 
the survey and review questions back to the author. This process established the content 
validity of the survey and provided a basis for revising the instrument.
Pilot Study
The second validation step was piloting the document with a larger group of 
educators and industry representatives. The researcher followed all appropriate
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procedures required by the Office for the Protection of Research Subjects at the 
University of Nevada Las Vegas and its Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the 
project. The pilot was performed at the ACF National Convention in San Antonio from 
July 30 -  August 2, 2005. The ACF Accreditation Manager and Educational 
Development Director authorized the researcher to distribute the survey to participants in 
the convention’s culinary educators’ forum and nutrition and supervisory management 
refresher courses. The researcher gave a brief explanation of the survey and handed them 
to the attendees personally. This gave her an opportunity to answer questions about the 
document and gauge respondents’ reactions as they filled them out. The researcher 
collected some surveys immediately, and asked the course leaders to gather additional 
surveys during breaks and the conclusion of the course
The researcher collected 28 of 40 industry and 17 of 43 educator surveys distributed. 
Two industry surveys were not usable because the participants did not complete full 
sections of the survey. Therefore, the total sample size was 83, with 43 usable surveys 
returned, for an overall response rate of 51.8%. The researcher input and analyzed the 
pilot survey data using SPSS Version 12.1.
Analysis of the demographic questions showed that 76.7% of the respondents were 
male and 23.3% were female. The participants had been employed in the culinary 
industry for a mean of 24 years. The majority (48.8%) held culinary or hospitality 
associate degrees, while only 13.9% held bachelor degrees. Over 75% had at least one 
type of professional certification. This statistic was not surprising in that the reason most 
people attended the seminar is to satisfy certification renewal requirements. Of the 
culinary educators, 58.8% taught at public colleges, 29.4% at private institutions, and
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11.8% at for-profit schools. They had a mean of 11.7 years teaching experience and 
worked for schools with a mean o f243 students. The industry chefs worked for a variety 
of industry segments with fine dining and club each represented by 19.2% of the 
participants. They had a mean of 15.19 years supervisory experience and worked in 
operations with an average of 124 employees. These statistics indicated that the pilot 
study participants were representative of the larger population of educators and ACF 
members used for the actual survey.
The researcher performed descriptive statistical analysis of the importance values of 
the professional and general courses and the factors used to evaluate program quality.
The top five most important, by highest mean score, professional classes were; Sanitation 
(4.88), Culinary Principles (4.63), Nutrition (4.35), Introduction to Hot Food (4.33), and 
Cost Control (4.23). No professional courses had means below 3.0 (moderately 
important). The top five most important general education classes, by highest mean 
scores, were; Computer Concepts (4.26), Business Math (4.23), Public Speaking (3.74), 
English Composition (3.72), and Logic/Critical Thinking (3.63). Eleven general 
education classes had mean scores between 3.0 and 2.25, indicating that the participants 
did not consider these classes as important as the professional courses.
Analysis of the participants’ ratings of the importance of specific school and program 
characteristics in evaluating the quality of culinary arts associate degree programs 
revealed the top five most overall important indicators of quality based on the highest 
means to be. sanitation of kitchen laboratories (4.79), industry experience of faculty 
(4.47), subject experience of faculty (4.42), placement rates (4.40), and number of 
certified faculty (4.37). No indicators had means less than 3.0 or moderately important.
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The author performed reliability analysis to determine how well each group of 
subjects measured their construct. The Cronbach alphas for the professional and general 
subjects were .863 and .898, respectively, indicating that the variables were indeed 
appropriate for the construct. Evaluation of the factors used to evaluate the quality of 
culinary arts programs proved more problematic. Four of the eight categories of 
characteristics had Cronbach alphas of less than .70, which means that these sections of 
the survey have lower reliability than the other sections and some factors could possibly 
be eliminated. However, because the low sample size may have affected the results, the 
researcher decided to keep all factors in the next round of the survey. The lowest alphas 
were for the categories of resources and facilities. This could possibly be due to lesser 
emphasis on those factors in light of the more recent concerns about student learning 
activities and outcomes. Tables showing the results of the pilot study data analysis can be 
found in Appendix E.
Seventy percent of the respondents of the pilot study and 50% of the experts did not 
respond to any of the open-ended questions in Section 3 of the survey. For the subject 
area, three participants responded “good job” or “very complete.” Two respondents 
advised adding menu development, while five participants made comments related to 
teaching students about the physical and lifestyle requirements of the job and the realities 
of working in a commercial kitchen. Additional characteristics for inclusion in the 
survey related to the academic qualifications and turnover of faculty. Overall comments 
about the survey included “great,” “clear and precise,” and “also need to survey 
students”.
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The interactions with the participants provided important and useful feedback about 
how to revise the instruments to enhance understanding of the research questions and to 
motivate people to cooperate in the full study. In particular, the researcher eliminated the 
example of how to mark the survey answers. It seemed to confuse respondents who 
disagreed with the answer circled. Based on both written and verbal comments, the 
researcher added Menu Development and Culinary Career Development to the list of 
professional subjects for the final survey. Also, she clarified that Culinary Principles 
should be considered a lecture course and Introduction to Hot Foods should be 
considered a laboratory course. She did not alter the list of professional subjects.
In Section 2 of the survey, the list of quality indicators, the researcher added brief 
examples of three factors; number of professionally certified faculty, faculty participation 
in continuing education, and selective admissions procedures. She changed the title of 
one category, student activities to student learning activities. She adjusted the wording of 
faculty/student ratio to low number of students per instructor and retention policies to 
policies and procedures for keeping students in school and helping them graduate.
Finally, the researcher divided the factors of diversity o f faculty and diversity of student 
body into separate categories of ethnic diversity and gender diversity for each group.
The researcher submitted a Request for Modification of the Study with the changes to 
all the survey documents to the IRB. The board approved all the modifications prior to 
the researcher conducting the survey.
Survey Procedures
In order to increase the response rate, the researcher used the procedures outlined in 
Dillman (2000), including the use of a pre-letter, follow-up postcard, and second survey
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sent to people who had not responded within one month of the original survey date. The 
researcher mailed a pre-letter (See Appendix C) to all potential participants on September 
28, 2005. The letter informed them that they would be receiving the survey the following 
week and asked them in advance for their participation. She mailed the survey package 
through first-class mail on October 6,2005. It contained the cover letter with a tear-off 
page asking for the participant’s informed consent signature, the survey, and a stamped 
envelope addressed to the researcher.
As the surveys were returned, the researcher separated the cover letter from the 
survey to ensure that individual respondents could not be identified. The date the survey 
was received was recorded in the study database. On October 14,2005, the researcher 
mailed everyone on the survey list a postcard thanking those who had already returned 
the survey and encouraging those who had not to please do so as soon as possible (See 
Appendix C).
By November 8, 2005, the researcher had received completed surveys from 111 
educators and 348 industry chefs. After eliminating the names of the respondents whose 
mailings were returned and those who had sent letters or e-mails asking not to be 
contacted, she assembled a list of 180 educators and 717 industry chefs to receive a 
second survey package identical to the original package. These were sent by first-class 
mail on November 14, 2005. The cover letter (See Appendix C) again explained the 
importance of participating and asked the potential respondents to return the survey or a 
note stating that they did not wish to participate as soon as possible. The researcher 
received 48 educator surveys and 87 industry surveys following the second mailing. In 
total, the researcher received 594 usable surveys for an overall response rate o f42.33%.
102
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
As described under the Population and Sampling Frame section of this chapter, the 
researcher moved the people who could be considered educators, based on their 
designation as Certified Culinary Educator, from the list of industry chefs to the list of 
culinary educators. However, when evaluating the name of the business on the consent 
form and the job title listed in the demographic questions of the returned surveys, she 
determined that 34 surveys were completed by a respondent who worked at a school and 
listed their title as chef instructor or program director. As will be discussed in Chapter 4, 
the researcher treated these surveys as educator surveys for analysis purposes. Because 
the database obtained from the ACF contained only names, ACF certification level, and 
addresses, the researcher could not fully ensure that all educators were removed from the 
industry sample prior to the mailings.
Summary of Methodology 
The goal of this study was to provide baseline data about the subjects taught in and 
characteristics of associate degree programs and to analyze the perceptions of culinary 
educators and industry professionals concerning the importance of teaching those 
subjects and the factors potentially indicating the quality of culinary programs. The 
author used publicly available information from guidebooks and websites to develop 
databases of the characteristics of the schools and their degree requirements. She used 
quantitative survey methodology to obtain the views of educators from associate degree 
culinary programs and active chef members of the ACF. The survey instrument consisted 
of four sections: 1) rating the importance of teaching particular subject areas, 2) rating 
the importance of various potential quality indicators, 3) demographic information about
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the respondents, and 4) open-ended questions soliciting additional comments and 
suggestions. The instrument was validated through the use of expert reviewers and pilot 
testing. All data were coded and input into SPSS version 12.1 for data analysis purposes.
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS
This study was designed to identify common characteristics of associate degree 
culinary arts programs and to what extent each of these characteristics can be used as 
indicators for evaluating the quality of the programs. Chapter One outlined the 
background of the problem and identified six specific research questions. This chapter 
will answer those research questions by presenting an analysis of secondary data 
regarding the curriculum and characteristics of the programs. It will also provide analysis 
of the data obtained by surveying culinary educators and industry chefs regarding the 
importance of teaching particular subjects and of factors that can be used to evaluate the 
quality of the programs. It will show that there were significant differences in the 
perceptions of the two groups.
Question 1
Research Question 1 : What are the similarities and differences in core curriculum 
content across culinary arts associate degree programs? As described in Chapter 3, the 
researcher obtained worksheets outlining associate degree requirements o f232 culinary 
programs. Of the programs for which the author obtained degree information, 81.9% 
were at public institutions, 8.6% at private schools, and 9.5% at for-profit schools. The 
majority (61.6%) offered Associate of Applied Science degrees, followed by Associate of
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Science degrees (17.7%), Associate of Occupational Studies degrees(9.5%). Associate of 
Arts degrees (5.6%), and very small percentages offering other degrees such as Associate 
of Business or Applied Technology. The majority of degrees (92.2%) were called 
Culinary Arts with 4.7% titled Culinary Management and 3.1% called Culinary 
Technology or Science. Forty-one percent were accredited by the American Culinary 
Federation Accreditation Commission (ACFAC). As indicated by their institutional 
accreditation, the programs represented all regional and national accrediting agencies, 
with the highest percentages accredited by the North Central Association (29.7%) and the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (21.1%).
The majority of the programs (79.7%) operated on a semester system. The number of 
credits required for graduation ranged from 60 to 90, with a mean of 67.6 credits and a 
standard deviation of 5.408 credits. The remainder (20.3%) of the programs used a 
quarter system for which the number of credits required ranged from 84 to 120, with a 
mean of 104.48 credits and a standard deviation of 10.557 credits.
The researcher also calculated the number and percentage of professional versus 
general education credits required. The mean percentage of professional credit 
requirements out of total credits required by all schools was 74.35%, with a range form 
42.86% to 100%, and a standard deviation of 8.95%. The percentage of general education 
credit requirements out of total credits required for all schools was 25.65%, with a range 
from 0% to 57.14%, and a standard deviation of 8.92%. Table 5 details the specific 
requirements for semester versus quarter programs. It shows that the mean percentage of 
professional and general education credits compared to total credits is consistent between 
schools operating on semester and quarter systems.
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Table 5
Professional Versus General Education Requirements
System
Professional
Credits
Professional
Percentage
General
Education
Credits
General
Education
Percentage Total Credits
Semester 49.80 73.82 17.58 26.30 67.30
Quarter 80.42 76.83 24.14 23.45 104.33
All
Schools 74.35 25.80
The researcher performed analysis of variance to determine if significant differences 
existed in credit requirements based on whether the school was public, private, or for- 
profit. The results indicated no significant differences in the requirements for the quarter 
system programs. For the semester programs, she found significant differences at the p< 
.01 level in the number and percentage of professional and general education credits 
required, but not for the total number of credits. These significant differences are marked 
with an asterisk (*) in Table 6. However, the results may be skewed because the statistics 
for Professional Credits and Total Credits did not meet Levene’s test of homogeneity of 
variance.
In analyzing the uniformity of the curriculum, the researcher reviewed the percentage 
of schools requiring the specific professional and general education courses. Of the 
twenty-seven professional courses evaluated, only seven were required by 75% or
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Table 6
Differences in Semester Program Credit Requirements Based on Type of School
N Mean SD DF F Sig
Prof. Credits Public 157 49.26 7.436
Private 9 53.67 10.840
For-Profit 4 62.25 14.431
Total 170 49.80 8.065 2 6.556 .002*
Prof Percent Public 157 73.38 .085
Private 9 76.43 .101
For-Profit 4 87.04 .144
Total 170 73.82 .090 2 5.182 .007*
G.E. Credits Public 157 17.87 5.480
Private 9 16.22 6.572
For-Profit 4 9.25 9.287
Total 170 17.58 5.754 2 4.847 .009*
G.E. Percent Public 157 26.81 .085
Private 9 23.57 .101
For-Profit 4 12.96 .144
Total 170 26.31 .089 2 5.417 .005*
Total Credits Public 158 67.04 4.886
Private 9 69.89 8.594
For-Profit 4 71.50 12.477
Total 171 67.30 5.395 2 2.468 .088
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more of the schools. In descending order by percent of schools requiring the classes, 
these courses were Basic Cooking -  Laboratory (100%), Foodservice Sanitation and 
Safety (93.1%), Introductory Baking (92.6%), Nutrition (83.1%), Culinary Principles -  
Lecture (81.9%), Advanced Cookery (79.3%), and Garde Manger (77.2%).
Another six professional courses were required by 50% to 74.9% of the programs. Six 
other professional courses were required by 25% to 49.9% of the programs. Eight courses 
were required by less than 25% of the programs. Six of the eight were offered as culinary 
electives by at least 5% of the programs. Tables 7 and 8 illustrate the frequency with 
which the professional courses were required, offered as electives, or not listed on the 
degree worksheets. Table 7 contains the 13 courses required by over 50% of the 
programs while Table 8 contains the 14 courses required by less than 50% of the culinary 
schools.
The researcher evaluated whether programs required practical work experience and/or 
internships. Some schools considered these activities for-credit courses. Others do not 
assign course credit to the practical work experience or internship but require students to 
perform the activity as a separate graduation requirement. Work experience was required 
by 28.9% of the schools, was an elective at 5.2%, and not listed by 65.9%. Internships 
were required by 47.4% of the programs, were an elective at 9.1%, and not listed by 
43.5%. The percentage of schools listing internships as a requirement on the degree 
worksheets was slightly higher than the percentage of schools (44.8%) that stated they 
required internships in the guidebooks used as sources for the characteristic database 
described in Research Question 2.
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Table 7
Percentage of Programs Requiring Professional Courses 
Courses Required by Greater than 50% of Programs
Course Required Elective Not Listed
Basic Cooking/ Hot Foods -  Lab 100 0 0
Foodservice Sanitation and Safety 93.1 6.9
Introductory Baking 92.6 1.3 6.1
Nutrition 83.1 3.5 13.4
Culinary Principles -  Lecture 81.9 1.3 16.8
Advanced Cookery 79.3 0.4 20.3
Garde Manger 77.2 2.2 20.7
Human Resource Management 74.1 3.0 22.8
Foodservice Purchasing 69.4 1.3 29.3
Dining Room Service 64.3 0.9 34.8
Food and Beverage Cost Control 59.8 2.2 38.0
Menu Development 56.9 1.3 41.8
Advanced Baking 50.4 6.5 43.1
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Table 8
Percentage of Programs Requiring Professional Courses 
Courses Required by Less than 50% of Programs
Course Required Elective Not Listed
International Cuisine 40.9 6.9 52.2
Restaurant Management 39.1 0.9 60.0
Buffets/Catering 37.1 9.5 53.4
Introduction to Hospitality 31.6 1.3 67.1
Culinary Career Development 30.6 0.9 68.5
Saucier 25.4 1.7 72.8
Bar Management 24.9 5.7 69.4
Classical Cuisine 22.8 1.7 75.4
Wines/Spirits 19.0 6.1 74.9
Financial Accounting 18.1 5.2 76.7
Foodservice Facilities Planning 16.4 5.6 78.0
Hospitality Marketing 12.1 5.6 82.3
Hospitality Law 11.2 6.0 82.8
Food Science 8.6 0.9 90.5
For the general education courses, there was more uniformity of courses not required 
than of those that were required. Only the following five courses were required by more 
than 20% of the programs. In descending order by percent of schools requiring the
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classes, these courses were English Composition (82.5%), Computer Concepts (54.3%), 
Public Speaking (48.3%), Business Math (34.1%), and Introduction to Psychology 
(21.1%). Public Speaking and Business Math were also electives for 15.5% and 19.8% of 
the programs, respectively.
Fourteen of the remaining sixteen general education courses evaluated were not listed 
by over 50% of the schools. However, most of these courses were potential electives to 
fulfill general education distribution requirements for the programs. The five courses 
required by the lowest number of programs were Music Appreciation (0%), Geography 
(0%), Statistics (0.9%), Other Foreign Language (0.9%), and Spanish (1.7%). Table 9 
illustrates the frequency with which the general education courses were required, offered 
as electives, or not listed on the degree worksheets.
Question 2
Research Question 2: How do schools offering associate degrees in culinary arts vary 
by general characteristics, including curriculum, resources, faculty, students, student 
services and activities, facilities, organization and administration, and program 
outcomes? As described in Chapter Three, the researcher obtained information about the 
characteristics of 261 associate degree programs by analysis of secondary data obtained 
from guidebooks and websites. However, this information does not include 
characteristics related to curriculum because they were discussed in the analysis of 
Research Question 1. It also does not include characteristics related to program outcomes, 
such as graduation, retention, and placement rates, and characteristics related to
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Table 9
Percentage of Programs Requiring General Education Courses
Course Required Elective Not Listed
English Composition 82.8 5.2 12.1
Computer Concepts 54.3 9.9 35.8
Public Speaking 48.3 15.5 36.2
Business Math 34.1 19.8 46.1
Introduction to Psychology 21.1 45.7 33.2
Business Writing 16.5 11.7 71.9
Economics 10.4 39.4 50.2
College Algebra 7.4 42.4 50.2
General Biology 6.5 30.3 63.2
Introduction to Sociology 6.5 50.0 43.5
Introduction to Political Science 4.3 43.9 51.7
History 3.9 42.7 53.4
General Chemistry 3.0 28.6 68.4
Logic/Critical Thinking 3.0 13.9 83.1
Art Appreciation 2.6 42.2 55.2
Spanish 1.7 38.8 59.5
Other Foreign Language 0.9 36.2 62.9
Statistics 0.9 33.2 65
Music Appreciation 0 41.4 58.6
Geography 0 40.1 59.9
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administration, such as the degree of the program director and whether the school had an 
external advisory board because that information was not consistently available.
The percentages of types of programs and the degrees offered for all schools differed 
slightly from the percentages reported in research question 1. That data represented the 
236 programs for which the researcher obtained worksheets, while the following results 
wereT)ased on the full sample of 261 programs. Of the 261 programs in the characteristic 
database, 77.4% were taught at public institutions, 8.8% at private schools, and 13.8% at 
for-profit schools. The majority (59.6%) offered Associate of Applied Science degrees, 
followed by Associate of Science degrees (16.9%), Associate of Occupational Studies 
(11.9%) degrees. Associate of Arts degrees (5.4%), with the remaining 6.1% offering 
other degrees, such as Associate of Business or Associate of Applied Technology. 
Consistent with the percentages reported in research question 1, 92.3% of the degrees 
were titled “Culinary Arts,” rather than “Culinary Management” or “Culinary 
Technology.”
Resources
The researcher evaluated resources using tuition and fees charged to the students as 
an indication of the financial assets of the school. Other traditional indicators for four- 
year schools, such as endowments and alumni giving, were not suitable because they are 
not a common source of income for two-year schools. The amount of state support for 
public schools and corporate earnings of for-profit schools could be other appropriate 
indicators. However, those data were beyond the scope of this project.
The researcher classified total tuition for the associate degree programs in $5,000 
increments, beginning with under $5,000 and ending with over $40,000. She did not
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calculate the exact mean total tuition of the programs because the tuition figures available 
were formatted inconsistently. For example, in the guide books and websites, some 
schools listed total tuition for the program, others tuition per semester, and others tuition 
per credit, causing the researcher to estimate total tuition for the entire program. Based on 
using this procedure estimating the total tuition, combined with the knowledge that 
tuition changes fi*equently, the researcher determined that price ranges would be the most 
appropriate method to express the data.
Given that 77.4% of the programs analyzed were at public institutions, the researcher 
also recorded separately the tuition for in-state and out-of-state students. Of the 202 
public programs, 51 had no difference between in-state and out-of-state tuition. Eighty- 
seven had a difference of one level, such as fi"om under $5,000 to between $5,000 and 
$9,999 and 48 had a difference of two levels. Sixteen programs had a total tuition 
difference of three or more levels, including one program which had a difference of six 
levels with tuition under $5,000 for in-state students but $30,000 - $34,999 for out-of- 
state students.
Overall, 139 schools had a total tuition of under $5,000 and 61 had tuition of $5,000 
to $9,999 indicating that 76.6% of the schools had total program tuition of under $10,000. 
On the upper levels, 14 programs had tuition of $35,000 to $39,999 and 20 programs 
charged students over $40,000 for the associate degree.
When looking at total tuition levels based on the type of school—public, private, and 
for-profit—the researcher observed apparent differences. The majority of public schools 
(68.3%) charged tuition under $5,000 to their in-state students and no students paid over 
$19,999. The majority (83.6%) of public school, out-of-state students paid less than
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$15,000 in tuition for their degrees and less than 5% paid over $24,999. This distribution 
was reversed for private and for-profit schools. Although 4.3% of private schools charged 
total tuition less than $5,000, 73.9% of private school students paid $25,000 or more in 
tuition over the course of the entire program. Only 5.6% of the students at for-profit 
schools paid less than $20,000 and the majority (50%) paid over $40,000 in tuition to 
complete their associate degrees. Table 10 illustrates these tuition differences.
Table 10
Comparison of Total Tuition for Degree -  By Percent of Schools
Public Private For-Profit
In- or Out-of-State In Out
Under $5,000 68.3 15.8 4.3 0.0
$5,000 - $9,999 29.2 38.6 4.3 2.8
$10,000 - $14,999 0.5 29.2 4.3 2.8
$15,000-$19,999 1.5 9.4 13.0 0.0
$20,000 - $24,999 0.0 3.0 0.0 8.3
$25,000 - $29,999 0.0 1.5 13.0 5.6
$30,000 - $34,999 0.0 1.0 17.4 13.9
$35,000 - $39,999 0.0 1.5 34.8 16.7
Over $40,000 0.0 0.0 8.7 50.0
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The researcher also evaluated other program fees and application/orientation fees, 
although this information was not available from all schools. The mean for total program 
fees, including lab fees, books, and uniforms, was $575.57 (n=235), with a range from 
$0.00 to $3,925.00 and a standard deviation of $542.45. Private and for-profit schools 
also had higher program fees, $1,149.65 and $1285.06, respectively. The mean for 
application/orientation fees was $28.39 (n=l 14), with a range from $0 to $250.00 and a 
standard deviation of $53.36. Private school students paid the highest 
application/orientation fees, $104.60, while for-profit students paid $59.09, more than 
double the mean for all schools. Table 11 shows the comparison of fees between public, 
private, and for-profit programs.
Table 11
Comparison of Total Fees Charged
Fee Type of 
School
N Mean Standard
Deviation
Lab/Book/Uniform Fee Public 182 $383.48 $403.16
Private 20 $1,149.65 $622.52
For-Profit 33 $1,287.06 $1,012.66
Application/Orientation
All Schools 235 $575.57 $652.45
Fee Public 82 $10.85 $30.06
Private 10 $104.60 $94.14
For-Profit 22 $59.09 $55.54
All Schools 114 $28.39 $53.36
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The number of culinary arts students who paid tuition and fees also served as an 
indicator of the total resources of the program. The 261 schools enroll a mean of 187.60 
full-time students, with a range from 9 students to 2,450 students. The mean was 103.49 
for public schools, 538.81 for private schools, and 448.33 for for-profit institutions. For 
part-time students, the mean for all schools was 42.38 part-time students, with a range 
from 0 to 387 students. The mean was 45.67 part-time students for public schools, 33.81 
for private schools, and 28.34 for for-profit schools. This indicates that public schools 
had a higher percentage of part-time culinary arts students than did private and public 
schools.
The availability of facilities to support student learning also indicates the total 
resources of the educational institution. The researcher assessed the number of libraries, 
learning resource centers and computer labs for student use. Over 90% of all schools had 
at least one library for student use, with 9.3% having two or more. In addition, 66.1% of 
all schools had a learning resource center. A higher percentage of for-profit schools 
(78.3%) had leaning resource centers. The mean number of computer laboratories 
available for student use was 1.91, with a range from 0 to 27 and a standard deviation of 
2.85. Private schools had a higher mean number of computer labs (4.61) as compared to 
public schools, which had a mean of 1.57, and for-profit schools which had a mean of 
2.08 computer labs for student use. The researcher did not obtain information about the 
actual size of or number of computers available in these computer labs because it was not 
available from the guidebooks and websites used.
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Faculty
The researcher investigated the total number of full- and part-time faculty, the student 
to faculty ratio, and the number of professionally certified faculty. The mean number of 
full-time faculty was 7.82, with a range of 1 to 132, and a standard deviation of 14.637. 
The mean was higher at private and for-profit schools, 20.00 and 22.57, respectively, but 
was only 3.82 for public schools. However, this was moderated by the private and public 
schools having much higher numbers of students.
The student to faculty ratio was consistent across programs. The mean number of 
students per total number of faculty, including full-time and part-time faculty, was 16.26 
for the total sample, 15.89 for public schools, 16.65 for private schools, and 18.06 for for- 
profit schools.
Culinary schools also supplement their teaching resources with part-time faculty 
members. The mean number of part-time faculty was 5.58 for all schools, 5.09 for public 
schools, 7.57 for private schools, and 7.12 for for-profit schools.
The mean number of professionally certified faculty was 4.25 for all schools, 2.51 for 
public schools, 11.43 for private schools, and 9.32 for for-profit schools. The percentage 
of faculty certified by professional organizations, such as the ACF and the Educational 
Institute of the American Hotel and Lodging Association, as compared to total faculty, 
was 31.72% for the total sample, 28.17% for public schools, 41.46% for private schools, 
and 31.44% for for-profit schools.
Students
To assess student characteristics the researcher evaluated admissions requirements, 
including whether the school required a high school diploma or GED, an interview.
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letters of recommendation, an essay, and/or a test prior to enrolling in the program. Only 
40.2% of the culinary programs specifically stated in guidebooks or on websites that a 
high school diploma or GED were required for enrollment. This figure was slightly lower 
(37.6%) for public schools and higher (55.6%) for for-profit schools. In investigating 
whether the schools required a high school diploma, the researcher found that most public 
schools were located in “ability to benefit” states where alternate admissions criteria can 
be used if the prospective student does not have a high school diploma. Only 7.7% of the 
culinary schools required letters of recommendation, 16.9% required essays, 16.5% 
required an entrance exam, while 26.1% of the schools required a personal interview. The 
percentage requiring interviews increased to 86.1% for for-profit schools. However, 
whether these interviews truly affect admissions or just provide an opportunity to show 
the program and facilities to the prospective student could not be determined.
Student Services and Activities
In the area of student activities, the author researched whether schools encouraged 
participation in culinary competitions and what types of other activities were most 
fi"equently offered by the programs. While the author did not assemble data on the 
availability of student services, such as academic advising, career advising, and career 
placement, the majority of culinary schools offer these services in some manner. 
Determining whether these services were provided by the culinary program itself or by 
central offices assisting students in all degree programs or the level of effectiveness of the 
services, was beyond the scope of this project.
Almost half (46.7%) of the culinary schools listed culinary competitions as a student 
activity. The next most fi'equent activity available was international programs, offered by
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16.1% of the schools. The other activities listed in guidebooks, in descending order of 
frequency, were field trips (6.9%), student clubs (6.5%), out-of-town trips (5.3%), trips to 
the annual National Restaurant Show in Chicago and/or the International Hotel and 
Restaurant show in New York (5.0%), attendance at other trade shows (4.6%), other 
activities, such as guest chef demonstrations and opportunities to be teaching assistants 
(4.2%), participation in community events (3.8%), participation in the ACF Knowledge 
Bowl competition (3.4%), and culinary workshops (3.0%). One hundred and forty-six 
schools (55.9%) did not list any student activities in the guidebooks. The percentages 
across types of schools were very comparable. The only observable variations from the 
overall means were that 39.1% of private schools and 22.2% of for-profit programs 
offered international programs and 17.4% of private schools and 13.9% of for-profit 
schools offered student clubs.
Program Related Facilities
In the area of program related facilities, the researcher studied the number of 
classrooms, kitchen laboratories, demonstration kitchens, and whether the school had a 
public restaurant. The mean number of classrooms for the total sample was 3.79, with a 
range from 1 to 41 classrooms and a standard deviation of 4.68. The mean number of 
kitchen laboratories for all schools was 4.58, with a range of 0 to 43 and a standard 
deviation of 4.54. The mean number of demonstration kitchens for all schools was 0.96, 
with a range from 0 to 27 and a standard deviation of 1.95. The author doubts that any 
school operates without at least one kitchen laboratory; however the schools may not 
have listed them separately when they reported the information. Over 60% of the schools 
operated a restaurant serving the public.
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Private culinary schools had more classrooms (mean number =8.13), kitchen 
laboratories (mean number = 9.83), and demonstration kitchens (mean number = 2.39) 
than the total sample. In addition, over 62% of private schools had public restaurants, as 
compared to 56.9% of public schools and 75% of for-profit schools.
Organization and Administration
Accreditation by regional, national, or professional organizations is voluntary. 
However, as discussed in Chapter 2, the majority of schools obtain such accreditation in 
order to be eligible for federal financial aid and other similar programs. The requirements 
and standards of the accrediting agency can affect organization and administration 
characteristics, such as educational qualifications of administrators and program and 
faculty evaluation procedures. The geographic location and type of school are the 
primary factors affecting which regional or national agency can accredit the school. Of 
the 261 schools, the highest percentages were regionally accredited by the North Central 
Association (28.0%) and the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (19.9%). 
Slightly over 14% of the programs were accredited by national, rather than regional 
accrediting agencies. Table 12 shows the types of institutional accreditation for all 
schools. In addition, 39.8% of the programs were accredited by the ACF AC, indicating 
that they met the organization’s curriculum and program standards described in Chapter 
2 .
Question 3
Research Question 3; What characteristics serve as indicators of program quality? 
This question was the focus of the quantitative survey process described in Chapter 3.
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Table 12
Frequency of Institutional Accreditation
Accrediting Agency
Type of 
Agency Number Percent
North Central Association of Colleges & Schools R 73 28.0
Southern Association of Colleges & Schools R 52 19.9
Middle States Association of Colleges & Schools R 32 12.3
Western Association of Colleges & Schools R 27 10.3
Northwest Association of Schools & Colleges R 22 8.4
Accrediting Commission of Career Schools &
Colleges of Technology N 18 6.9
New England Association of Schools & Colleges R 17 6.5
Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges &
Schools N 15 5.7
Council on Education FG 4 1.5
State S 1 .4
Total 261 100.00
Note: R = Regional; N = National; FG = Federal Government; S = State
The opinions of educators and industry chefs were solicited to determine what they 
believed indicated a quality curriculum as measured by the importance of teaching 
specific professional and general education courses and which characteristics of culinary 
programs were important to use in evaluating quality. The next sections discuss the
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responses to the survey, the demographics of the respondents, the importance ratings 
from the total group of respondents, and the responses to the survey’s open-ended 
questions.
Response Rate
As discussed in Chapter 3, the researcher mailed 296 educator and 1,107 industry 
surveys for a total possible number of respondents of 1,403. She received 594 usable 
surveys, for an overall response rate o f42.33%. This matched the researcher’s expected 
response rate of 30 to 50% based on the wide range of response rates experienced by the 
hospitality research studies described in Chapter 2. One hundred fifty-nine of the 296 
surveys sent to educators were returned for a response rate of 53.72%. Four hundred 
thirty-five of the 1,403 surveys sent to industry chefs were returned for a response rate of 
39.30%. However, as explained in Chapter 3, the researcher determined that 34 surveys 
returned as part of the industry sample were actually completed by culinary educators. 
Therefore, she considered them educator surveys for data analysis purposes. Thus, the 
total number of surveys from educators analyzed was 193 and the total analyzed from 
industry chefs was 401.
The researcher also calculated separate response rates for the first mailing and the 
second mailing of the survey. Table 13 shows the number of surveys mailed and returned 
and the response rates for each of these mailings.
As an incentive for the respondents to complete the survey (Dillman, 2000), the 
researcher offered to send copies of the study results to them. On the consent form, she 
asked them to check off whether they would like to receive the results.
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Table 13
Response Rate by Mailing and Type of Respondent
Culinary Educators Industry Chefs Total
First Survey
Number Mailed 296 1,107 1,403
Number Returned 111 348 459
Response Rate 37.5% 31.44% 32.7%
Second Survey
Number Mailed 180 717 897
Number Returned 48 87 135
Response Rate 26.67 12.13% 15.05%
Total
Number Returned 159 435 594
Response Rate 53.72% 39.30% 42.33%
One hundred eighteen educators (74.2%) and 366 industry chefs (84.14%) indicated that 
they would like to receive the study results. The total number of respondents desiring the 
results was 484 (81.48%).
Demographics o f Respondents
Analysis of the demographic questions showed that 82.1% of the respondents were 
male and 17.9% female. The participants had been employed in the culinary industry for 
an average of 23.29 years, with a range from 0 to 52 years and a standard deviation of
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10.31 years. A culinary associate degree was the highest level of education achieved by 
37.4% of the respondents, while 22.5% held culinary, hospitality, or other types of 
bachelor degrees. Table 14 shows the highest level of education achieved by the 
respondents.
Table 14
Highest Level of Education of Respondents
Highest Level of Education Culinary Educators Industry Chefs Total Sample
n % n % N %
High School 0 0 12 3.2 12 2.1
Some College 3 1.6 49 12.9 52 9.2
Certificate or Diploma 5 2.7 50 13.2 55 9.7
Culinary Associate Degree 42 22.5 170 44.7 212 37.4
Other Associate 3 1.6 13 13.2 16 2.8
Bachelor Degree 59 31.5 69 18.2 128 22.5
Master’s Degree 71 38 16 4.2 87 15.3
Doctoral Degree 4 2.1 1 .3 5 0.9
Total 187 100 380 100 567 100
Over one-half (54.5%) of respondents had at least one type of professional 
certification, while 10.4% held two or more types of professional certification. The most 
common type of certification held was ACF certification as a Certified Executive Chef
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(CCE) (19.9%), followed by other certifications, such as Certified Retail Baker (CRB) or 
Certified Food Manager (CFM) (12.5%), and ACF certification as a Certified Culinary 
Educator (CCE) (12.0%).
The sample of culinary educators consisted of a higher percentage of females (24.6%) 
than the total sample (17.9%). Among educators, 75.0% taught at public colleges, 9.8% 
at private institutions, and 15.2% at for-profit schools. Over half (58.6%) taught at 
schools with ACF accredited culinary programs. The mean number of students at their 
schools was 212.93, with a range fi'om 4 to 1,500 and a standard deviation o f248.61. 
They had a mean of 15.61 years of teaching experience, with a range fi’om 0 to 42 years, 
and a standard deviation of 8.59 years. The majority of the educators (49.5%) held 
academic positions of instructor or professor, while 44.6% listed administrative titles, 
such as program chair, director, or coordinator or dean. The remaining 5.9% had other 
titles, such as division assistant or special projects coordinator. Over 35% held ACF 
certification as a Certified Culinary Educator (CCE), while 8.0% held the Certified 
Hospitality Educator designation fi’om the Educational Institute of the American Hotel 
and Lodging Association.
The sample of industry respondents had a higher percentage of males (85.4%) than 
the total sample. The industry chefs worked for a variety of industry segments with the 
largest group (15.2%) employed at clubs, followed by fine dining (13.1%) Almost half 
(47.0%) held the title of executive chef  ̂followed by owner (9.8%) and sous chef (9.2%). 
Table 15 shows the industry segment and Table 16 shows the job title of the industry 
chefs.
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Table 15
Industry Segments of the Industry Chef Respondents
Industry Segment Number Percent
Club 58 15.2
Fine Dining 50 13.1
Casual or Quick Service 41 10.7
Catering 36 9.4
On-Site - Business or Education 36 9.4
Hotel 33 8.7
Other -  including research, bakery, military 33 8.7
Multiple 28 7.3
Health Care or Retirement 27 7.1
Resort/Casino 22 5.8
Supplier or Manufacturer 17 4.5
Total 381 100
The industry chefs had a mean of 22.18 years in the industry with a mean of 14.91 
years of supervisory experience. The operations at which they worked had a mean of 35.5 
culinary employees, with a range from 0 to 700 and a standard deviation of 61.88.
Slightly under half (47.2%) of industry respondents held professional certification with 
the most common level being ACF Certified Executive Chef (CEC) (22.0%), Certified 
Sous Chef (CSC) (7.3%), or Certified Chef de Cuisine (CCC) (5 .4%).
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Table 16
Job Titles of the Industry Chef Respondents
Job Title Number Percent
Executive Chef 178 47.0
Owner 37 9.8
Sous Chef 35 9.2
Other -  including consultant, research chef.
president, and personal chef 32 8.5
Foodservice Director or Manager 32 8.4
Corporate Chef 18 4.7
Pastry Chef 11 2.9
Chef de Cuisine 10 2.6
Kitchen Manager 10 2.6
Sales Director or Manager 6 1.6
Line Chef 5 1.3
Cook 5 1.3
Total 379 100
Evaluation o f the Importance o f Including Specific Courses in the Curriculum 
In evaluating quality indicators for the curriculum of culinary programs, the 
researcher adopted the point of view that respondents’ perceptions of the importance of 
teaching the professional and general courses offered by culinary associate degree
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programs would show whether they believed teaching those courses to be an indication of 
the quality of the program. As discussed in Chapter 3, the survey asked respondents to 
rate the importance of teaching the classes on a Likert-type scale from one to five, with 
one signifying not important and five signifying extremely important. As shown in Table 
17, the five most important professional classes, by highest mean score, were: Sanitation 
(4.92), Basic Cooking/Hot Foods -  Lab (4.79), Food and Beverage Cost Control (4.49), 
Menu Development (4.39), and Saucier (4.37). No professional courses had means below 
3.0. The five least important professional classes, by lowest mean score, were: 
Wines/Spirits (3.53), Hospitality Law (3.46), Foodservice Facilities Planning (3.46), 
Hospitality Marketing (3.45), and Bar Management (3.09). Reliability analysis revealed a 
Cronbach’s Alpha of .913 indicating that the variables appropriately measured the 
construct.
The importance values of the general education courses were measured on the same 
five-point Likert-type scale. As shown in Table 18, the five most important general 
education classes, by highest mean score, were Business Math (4.16), Computer 
Concepts (4.14), Public Speaking (3.76), Business Writing (3.74), and English 
Composition (3.61). No classes had means under 2.0. However, 11 general education 
courses had means between 2.07 and 2.97, indicating that the respondents considered 
them slightly to moderately important. The least important general education classes, by 
lowest mean score, were: General Chemistry (2.56), History (2.52), General Biology 
(2.50), Music Appreciation (2.23), and Introduction to Political Science (2.07).
Reliability analysis revealed a Cronbach’s Alpha of .920 indicating that the variables 
appropriately measured the construct.
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Table 17
Importance Ratings for Professional Courses
Course Mean SD Course Mean SD
Sanitation 4.92 .312
Culinary Career 
Development 4.01 .900
*Basic Cooking-Lab 4.79 .464 ""Inti Cuisine 3.98 .840
Cost Control 4.49 .696 Human Resource Mgt 3.88 1.027
Menu Development 4.39 .717 ""Dining Rm Service 3.84 .918
* Saucier 4.37 .736 Hospitality Law 3.67 1.149
Culinary Principles- 
Lecture 4.34 .810 Financial Accounting 3.80 .980
""Advanced Cookery 4.33 .794 Food Science 3.76 .964
Foodservice
Purchasing 4.27 .802 ""Advanced Baking 3.64 .946
""Classical Cuisine 4.23 .784 Intro to Hospitality 3.62 1.003
Nutrition 4.23 .867 Wines/Spirits 3.53 .903
""Intro Baking 4.22 .819 Hospitality Law 3.46 1.985
""Garde Manger 4.09 .816 Facilities Planning 3.46 .988
""Buffets/Catering 4.04 .814 Hospitality Mktg. 3.45 1.012
Restaurant Mgmt 4.02 .862 Bar Management 3.09 .954
Note: * Indicates hands-on, laboratory course
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Table 18
Importance Ratings of General Education Courses
Course Mean SD Course Mean SD
Business Math 4.16 .789 College Algebra. 2.80 1.094
Computer Concepts 4.14 .835 Statistics 2.75 1.047
Public Speaking 3.76 .986 Intro To Psychology 2.73 1.078
Business Writing 3.74 .946 Intro to Sociology 2.62 1.054
English Composition 3.61 .954 Geography 2.57 1.028
Spanish 3.54 1.116 General Chemistry 2.56 .974
Logic/Crit Thinking 3.52 1.974 History 2.52 1.037
Prin of Economics 2.97 .967 General Biology 2.50 .907
Other Language 2.84 1.096 Music Appreciation 2.23 1.076
Art Appreciation 2.80 1.177 Intro to Political Sci 2.07 .915
The researcher also evaluated the importance levels of the courses when the 
professional and general education courses (47 total) were combined into one list. No 
general education courses fell within the top ten courses considered the most important 
when measured by highest mean scores. Business Math and Computer Concepts were 
rated as the 12*** and 13*** most important courses of the total list. No other general 
education courses were within the 20 most important courses. All of the ten courses 
considered least important because they had the lowest mean scores were general 
education courses. The next set of ten courses of lowest importance (rated 28 -  37 in
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importance) were evenly divided between general education courses and the five 
professional subjects with the lowest mean importance as listed in Table 17.
Evaluation o f the Importance o f Characteristics Indicating Program Quality
Analysis of the participants’ ratings of the importance of specific characteristics in 
evaluating the quality of culinary arts associate degree programs revealed the five most 
important indicators of quality, based on the highest means, to be: sanitation of kitchen 
laboratories (4.83), industry experience of faculty (4.65), subject experience of faculty 
(4.65), required internship (4.37), and placement rates (4.34). The five least important 
indicators of quality, based on the lowest means, were: low number of students per 
instructor -  lecture classes (3.18), gender diversity of faculty (3.06), ethnic diversity of 
students (2.85), gender diversity of students (2.77), and type of ownership of college 
(2.72).
The characteristics were divided into eight categories: 1) Resources, 2) Faculty, 3) 
Students, 4) Student Services, 5) Student Activities, 6) Facilities, 7) Organization and 
Administration, and 8) Outcomes. Tables 19 through 26 show the importance ratings of 
all characteristics by category. Items that are within the fifteen overall most important 
quality factors are marked with an asterisk (*), while items in the fifteen least important 
factors are marked with a two asterisks (**).
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Table 19
Importance of Resources Characteristics
Characteristic Mean SD Variance
Availability of financial aid 3.93 .970 .941
Tuition and fees charged 3.80 .942 .887
Size of library/resource center 3.79 .881 .776
Number of computers for students 3.74 .918 .843
It is clear that the respondents considered the qualifications of the faculty (Table 20) 
very important when evaluating the quality of the program as five of the characteristics 
with the highest means fell into this category. Interestingly, the faculty category also had 
four characteristics with means in the lowest levels of importance. Respondents did not 
value diversity, as gender diversity and ethnic diversity of faculty and students had very 
low importance.
The respondents appeared to be less concerned with students, student services, and 
student learning opportunity characteristics (Tables 21, 22, and 23). No student 
characteristics were rated in the fifteen most important quality indicators. The availability 
of academic advising and career placement were the most important student services 
characteristics. Under student learning opportunities, required internship was regarded as 
one of the five most important characteristics. However, interaction with peers and 
faculty outside of class and percentage of students who join the ACF were not considered 
important.
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Table 20
Importance of Faculty Characteristics
Characteristic Mean SD Variance
""Industry experience of faculty 4.65 .564 .318
""Subject experience of faculty 4.65 .561 .315
""Teaching experience of faculty 4.28 .778 .606
""Low number of students
Per instructor in lab classes 4.21 .768 .590
""Faculty continuing education 4.13 .835 .697
Total number of faculty 3.97 .865 .749
Number of certified faculty 3.88 1.079 1.165
""""Full-time/part-time faculty ratio 3.54 1.057 1.116
""""Ethnic diversity of faculty 3.18 1.188 1.412
""""Low number of students per 3.18 .999 .998
instructor in lecture classes
""""Gender diversity of faculty 3.06 1.233 1.520
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Table 21
Importance of Students Characteristics
Characteristic Mean SD Variance
Selective admissions 3.66 1.017 1.035
** Student work experience prior to
enrollment 3.22 1.169 1.366
* ""Ethnic diversity of students 2.85 1.208 1.460
""""Gender diversity of students 2.77 1.199 1.439
Table 22
Importance of Student Services Characteristics
Characteristic Mean SD Variance
""Availability of academic advising 4.13 .774 .599
Availability of career placement 4.10 .831 .690
Retention policies and procedures 3.98 .927 .859
Availability of personal counseling 3.84 .908 .825
""""Availability of student housing 3.18 1.138 1.295
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Table 23
Importance of Student Learning Opportunities Characteristics
Characteristic Mean SD Variance
""Required internship 4.37 .899 .808
Required work experience 4.05 1.022 1.045
Opportunities to participate in
school/community events 4.04 .879 .773
Opportunities to participate in competitions 3.99 .976 .952
Opportunities for group work 3.95 .844 .712
""""Interaction with peers outside of class 3.56 .981 .962
""""Percentage of students who join the ACF 3.29 1.201 1.442
""""Interaction with faculty outside of class 3.23 1.112 1.236
Facilities (Table 24) were perceived as important in evaluating the quality of the 
school as three of the facilities characteristics were in the fifteen most important factors. 
The opportunity for students to participate in classes in sanitary, safe, and appropriate 
kitchen laboratories appears to be a leading indicator of the quality of the program. The 
respondents considered having a public restaurant important. No facilities characteristics 
were in the lower level of importance.
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Table 24
Importance of Facilities Characteristics
Characteristic Mean SD Variance
■"Sanitation and safety of facilities 4.83 .437 .191
■"Student to cooking station ratio 4.29 .730 .533
■"Number of cooking labs 4.26 .795 .632
Public restaurant 4.00 .993 .986
Number of demonstration kitchens 3.87 .963 .928
Organization and administrative characteristics (Table 25), in terms of ensuring that 
the school had proper procedures for faculty and program evaluation, were considered 
important quality indicators. Regional/national accreditation was also judged highly 
indicating that the respondents understand the process’s role in monitoring the schools’ 
adherence to their missions, goals, and program outcomes. The respondents placed type 
of ownership as the least important characteristic in evaluating quality.
Finally, two outcomes characteristics (Table 26) —percentage of students completing 
the degree and percentage of graduates employed in the field—were considered 
important quality indicators. However, beginning salary of graduates and percentage of 
ACF certified graduates were in the set of least important indicators of quality.
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Table 25
Importance of Organization and Administration Characteristics
Characteristic Mean SD Variance
■"Faculty evaluation procedures 4.27 .689 .474
■"Program evaluation procedures 4.23 .676 .457
■"Regional/national accreditation 4.17 .976 .952
Program Director has a graduate degree 4.02 1.069 1.143
Program has an external advisory board 3.92 .971 .942
ACF accreditation 3.90 1.184 1.401
■"■"Type of ownership of school 2.72 1.237 1.530
Table 26
Importance of Outcomes Characteristics
Characteristics Mean SD Variance
■" % of Graduates Employed in Field 4.34 .722 .521
■" % of Students Completing Degree 4.15 .837 .700
% of Graduates Pursuing Advanced
Training 3.61 .956 .913
■"■"Beginning Salary of Graduates 3.61 .971 .943
■"■"Percentage of Graduates ACF
Certified 3.25 1.185 1.403
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Reliability Analysis
The author performed reliability analysis to determine how well each group of 
characteristics measured the construct of each category. Seven of the eight categories had 
Cronbach Alphas of .7 or higher indicating that they were very good indicators of the 
factor. The category of “facilities” had the lowest Cronbach Alpha (.682). If the 
researcher deleted the one characteristic deemed most important by the respondents. 
Sanitation and Safety of the Facilities, the Cronbach Alpha would be .700. Table 27 
shows the Cronbach Alpha for each category.
Table 27
Reliability Analysis of Characteristics Indicating Quality
Category Cronbach Alpha
Resources .735
Faculty .777
Students .728
Student Services .779
Student Activities .712
Facilities .682
Organization and Administration .742
Outcomes .738
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Evaluation of Survey Comments
The last section of the survey asked the respondents to record any other subjects and 
indicators they believed were important that were not included in the survey, to identify 
topics they considered appropriate for future research, and to offer comments about the 
survey.
Almost 400 participants (67.17%) responded to the question about subject areas. Of 
these respondents, 150 (37.6%) were satisfied with the list of subjects, stating that they 
would add no other subjects to the list. Many of the respondents listed multiple additional 
subjects they considered important for culinary schools to teach. Therefore, the total 
number of comments regarding additional subjects was 466.
The researcher consolidated the subject comments into one list for data analysis. The 
most frequently mentioned were courses about specific types of foods, such as organic 
foods and breakfast foods, team building and leadership, meat butchery and 
identification, the realities of the culinary industry, and time/stress management. Most of 
the additional subjects mentioned related to professional subjects. However, some 
respondents felt that students need more courses related to culinary math and computers, 
which correspond to the general education subjects of Business Math and Computer 
Concepts. Table 28 summarizes these suggestions.
Three hundred thirty participants (55.5%) responded to the question about additional 
quality indicators. One hundred thirty-one people who made comments (39.7%) were 
satisfied with the list of potential quality indicators, stating that they would add no other 
factors to the list. Thirty-five people listed a second factor they considered important in 
the evaluation of culinary schools. Therefore, the total number of suggestions was 365.
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Table 28
Frequency of Suggestions Regarding Additional Subjects
Subject Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
No comment 150 32.2 32.2
Specific foods 36 7.7 39.9
Team building -  leadership 35 7.5 47.4
Irrelevant comment -  subject
already on list 32 6.9 54.3
Meat identification/butchery 29 6.2 60.5
Culinary industry reality 26 5.6 66.1
Time/stress management 22 4.7 70.8
Other 22 4.7 75.5
Non-traditional industry segments 17 3.6 79.2
Professionalism/ethics 16 3.4 82.6
Food History/culture 16 3.4 86.1
Capstone course 14 3.0 89.1
More basic cooking courses 12 2.6 91.6
American regional cuisine 11 2.4 94.0
Culinary math 8 1.7 95.7
Entrepreneurship 6 1.3 97.0
Competition 5 1.1 98.1
Culinary computer applications 5 1.1 99.1
Seafood identification 4 .9 100.0
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The researcher consolidated these suggestions into one list for data analysis. The most 
frequently mentioned additional quality indicators were amount of emphasis on practical 
work, evaluation of graduate success in the culinary industry, and overall quality of the 
faculty. Table 29 summarizes these suggestions regarding additional characteristics that 
indicate program quality.
Table 29
Frequency of Suggestions Regarding Additional Program Quality Indicators
Quality Indicator Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
No Comment 131 35.9 35.9
Emphasis on practical work 40 11.0 46.8
Graduate success in the industry 31 8.5 55.3
Overall quality of faculty 29 7.9 63.3
Industry opinions of graduates 21 5.8 69.0
Level of faculty certification 20 5.5 74.5
Other 18 4.9 79.5
Mandatory practical testing 17 4.7 84.1
Logical course sequence 15 4.1 88.2
Student opinions of program 15 4.1 92.3
Articulation agreements 9 2.5 94.8
Irrelevant suggestion 8 2.2 97.0
Administrative support 8 2.2 99.2
Amount of emphasis on basics 3 .8 100.0
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Two hundred fifty-six participants (43.10%) responded to the question about potential 
topics for fijture research. However, 118 (46.1%) of these answers were “no comment” 
and another 27 (10.5%) were irrelevant suggestions regarding the subject or characteristic 
areas. The respondents who gave constructive suggestions recommended surveying 
current students and alumni of the programs, performing longitudinal studies in order to 
track graduates’ job performance, salary, and career satisfaction over time, and 
researching educational needs for specific industry segments, such as hotels and 
corporate chefs. Table 30 summarizes these suggestions for future research.
The final open-ended question asked respondents to comment about the survey itself. 
Two hundred sixty-seven people (46.63%) answered this question. However, 133 
(49.8%) of those who answered the question responded “no comment”; the researcher, 
therefore, assumed they were satisfied with the survey. The remaining comments were 
positive. Thirty-eight people (14.2%) said the survey was good, great, or excellent. Only 
seven people wrote negative comments stating that the survey was confusing or too 
general. Table 31 summarizes the comments about the survey.
The researcher also received personal letters and e-mails from six respondents 
congratulating her on the study. Four were from culinary educators and two were from 
industry chefs. Two culinary educators were pursuing advanced degrees and wanted 
advice on dissertation projects. One educator was the Vice-President and Academic Dean 
of the one of the largest culinary programs studied. He expressed his happiness that the 
researcher was pursuing the Ph.D. because “the need for terminally credentialed 
professionals is extreme.” Over 30 other respondents enclosed personal business cards or 
small notes with the returned survey.
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Table 30
Frequency of Suggestions Regarding Future Research
Future Research Topic Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent
No comment 118 46.1 46.1
Irrelevant suggestions 27 10.5 56.6
Other 19 7.5 64.1
Survey current students 16 6.3 70.4
Longitudinal studies 16 6.3 76.7
Specific segments 15 5.9 82.6
Effects of earning a degree 14 5.5 88.1
Chefs’ opinions of graduates 10 3.9 92.0
Full curriculum review 8 3.1 95.1
ACF influence/effects on schools 7 2.7 97.8
Survey alumni 3 1.1 98.9
Job placement of graduates 3 1.1 100.0
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Table 31
Frequency of Comments Regarding the Survey
Comment Frequency Percent Cum. Percent
No comment 133 49.8 49.8
Good, great, or excellent 38 14.2 64.0
Thorough 24 9.0 73.0
Thank you for researching this
topic/good luck 21 7.9 80.9
Worthwhile/interesting 14 5.2 86.1
Irrelevant comments -  regarding
the industry or ACF 12 4.5 90.6
Other 10 3.7 94.4
Well-organized 8 3.0 97.4
Confrising 4 1.5 98.9
Too general 3 1.1 100.0
Question 4
Research Question 4: How do culinary educators and industry representatives differ 
as to what they consider important subjects to teach and what factors indicate program 
quality? The researcher split the data to analyze the mean importance ratings of the 
subjects for each group. This allowed her to determine if the courses were ranked
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differently by educators and industry. T-tests were also performed tests to establish 
whether there were significant differences between the two groups (see Tables 32 to 34). 
Professional Courses
Culinary educators and industry chefs agreed that the most important professional 
subjects were Sanitation and Basic Cooking/Hot Foods Lab. Both groups also placed 
Food and Beverage Cost Control in the five most important courses. However, educators 
placed Culinary Principles -  Lecture and Introductory Baking as the other two courses in 
the top five, while industry chefs placed Menu Development and Saucier in this group. 
Educators rated those two in the ten most important courses. Educators rounded out the 
ten most important classes with Advanced Cookery, Foodservice Purchasing, and 
Classical Cuisine. Chefs placed Nutrition in the list of ten most important courses. 
Industry chefs differed ifrom educators by placing Introductory Baking as the 12* most 
important course. Although in slightly different order, both culinary educators and 
industry chefs agreed that the least important classes, by mean importance level, were the 
same as those identified by the entire sample; Wines/Spirits, Hospitality Marketing, 
Foodservice Facilities Planning, Hospitality Law, and Bar Management.
T-tests showed that culinary educators and industry chefs differed significantly on 
their perceptions of the importance of ten of the professional subjects. Due to the large 
sample size, the researcher evaluated the differences based on the standard of p < .01 
(Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1998). For this test, as well as tests of the differences in 
perceptions of general education courses, Levene’s test was performed to determine 
whether the variables met the assumption of homogeneity of variance. Variables that did 
not meet this test were analyzed with adjusted t-statistic and significance levels. This
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adjustment did not affect the actual determination of whether the mean difference 
between the groups was significant. Educators placed higher mean importance on four 
subjects: Culinary Principles, Basic Cooking/Hot Foods-Lab, Advanced Cooking, and 
Introductory Baking. Industry Chefs placed higher mean importance on six subjects: 
Saucier, Food Science, Financial Accounting, Hospitality Law, Foodservice Facilities 
Planning, and Menu Development. Table 32 shows the significant results of the t-tests. 
The courses are listed in descending order of the largest mean differences. Positive mean 
differences indicate the culinary educators had higher importance means than the industry 
chefs while negative mean differences indicate the industry mean was higher.
General Education Courses
Culinary educators and industry chefs agreed that the two most important 
professional subjects were Business Math and Computer Concepts. Both groups also 
placed Business Writing and Public Speaking in the five most important courses. 
However, educators placed English Composition as part of the five courses, while 
industry chefs placed Spanish in this group. Educators rated Spanish within the ten most 
important courses, ranking it 7th. Both educators and chefs ranked Logic/Critical 
Thinking as the 6* most important general education course and included Other Foreign 
Language in the top ten courses. Educators rounded out the ten most important courses 
with Introduction to Psychology and College Algebra, while chefs included Principles of 
Economics and Art Appreciation in that group. Although not significantly different, chefs 
considered Introduction to Psychology of much lower importance, rating it 14* in
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Table 32
Significant Differences Regarding Professional Subjects
Course Edu
Mean
Ind
Mean
T Df Sig. (2- 
tailed)
Mean
Difference
*Food Science 3.47 3.89 -4.872 335.564 .000 -.423
""Introductory Baking 4.50 4.08 6.373 451.942 .000 .417
""Culinary Principles 4.59 4.22 5.818 459.984 .000 .376
""Financial Acctg. 3.55 3.92 -4.205 337.923 .000 -.373
Hospitality Law 3.23 3.57 -3.652 584 .000 -.347
FS Facilities Planning 3.27 3.55 -1.946 583 .001 -.277
Menu Development 4.23 4.46 -3.817 586 .000 -.239
Saucier 4.24 4.44 -3.141 586 .002 -2.03
* Advanced Cookery 4.47 4.27 3.067 433.935 .002 .202
""Basic Cooking- HF 4.92 4.73 5.532 580.444 .000 .182
Note; Courses marked with an asterisk (*) indicate those for which equal variances were 
not assumed and adjusted values were used.
importance. Both groups agreed on four of the least important classes: History, General 
Biology, Music ^preciation, and Political Science. Culinary Educators added General 
Chemistry to this list, while chefs thought that Geography had lower importance.
T-tests showed that culinary educators and industry chefs differed significantly on 
their perceptions of the importance of ten of the general education courses based on the 
standard of p < .01. Educators placed higher mean importance on two subjects: English
149
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Composition and Business Writing. Industry chefs placed higher mean importance on 
eight subjects: Statistics, Principles of Economics, General Biology, General Chemistry, 
Art Appreciation, Music Appreciation, Spanish, and Other Foreign Language. Table 33 
shows the significant results of the t-tests. The courses are listed in descending order of 
the largest mean differences. Positive mean differences indicate the culinary educators 
had higher importance means than the industry chefs while negative mean differences 
indicate the industry mean was higher.
All Subjects
The researcher also evaluated the differences in how the two groups ranked the 
courses by importance when both the professional and general education courses (47 
total) were combined into one list. Although both groups considered Business Math and 
Computer Concepts the most important of the general education classes, educators 
included them in the ten most important courses, vriiile industry chefs did not place any 
general education courses in the top ten list. As noted earlier, there was a large difference 
in the two groups’ perceptions of Introductory Baking. Educators rated it the 4* most 
important course overall, while industry chefs rated it 14*. Other courses with large 
differences in overall rankings included Culinary Principles—rated 3"* by educators, 10* 
by industry. Culinary Career Development—rated 21®* by educators, 15* by industry. 
Financial Accounting—rated 25* by educators, 19* by industry, and Food Science— 
rated 28* by educators, 21** by industry. Both groups placed all general education courses 
in the list of ten least important courses.
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Table 33
Significant Differences Regarding General Education Subjects
Course Edu
Mean
Ind
Mean
T Df Sig. (2- 
tailed)
Mean
Difference
"“English Composition 3.95 3.45 6.115 391.580 .000 .495
General Chemistry 2.23 2.72 -5.928 372.379 .000 -.495
Princ. Of Economics 2.66 3.12 -5.505 586 .000 -.458
Statistics 2.47 2.88 -4.521 586 .000 -.411
"“Business Writing 3.98 3.62 4.430 385.072 .000 .359
Art v^preciation 2.56 2.91 -3.407 585 .001 -.351
"“General Biology 2.28 2.60 -3.925 342.181 .000 -.321
Music Appreciation 2.04 2.32 -3.016 585 .003 -.285
Spanish 3.35 3.63 -2.873 585 .004 -.281
Other Foreign 
Language
2.66 2.93 -2.715 583 .007 -.262
Note: Courses marked with an asterisk (*) indicate those for which equal variances were 
not assumed and adjusted values were used.
Characteristics
In evaluating the differences in perceptions of the two groups regarding the 
characteristics they regarded as important in evaluating the quality of associate degree 
culinary arts programs, the researcher found several variations. Both educators and 
industry chefs gave the highest mean importance rating to sanitation and safety of
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laboratories. The educators considered industry experience of faculty and subject 
experience of faculty the next two most important characteristics, while the chefs 
reversed this order. Educators believed that faculty evaluation procedures and program 
evaluation procedures rated 4* and 5* in importance levels, while industry chefs placed 
required internships and placement rates as 4* and 5*, respectively.
Within the eight categories of characteristics, the educators and industry chefs agreed 
on the most important factor in each category. These all corresponded to the same 
characteristics with the highest mean importance for all respondents as shown in Tables 
19 through 26. The two groups were in the most agreement on the order of importance, as 
determined by highest mean score, for the faculty category in which the first six 
characteristics were given the same ranking of importance by both educators and chefs. 
For the resources category, the educators considered tuition/fees charged as the second 
most important characteristic, while industry chefs considered the size of library/resource 
center second most important. For the student cat%ory, educators rated ethnic diversity 
of students second, while chefs perceived student work experience prior to enrollment to 
be more important. For student services, educators gave policies for keeping students in 
school and helping them graduate the second highest mean score, while chefs believed 
availability of career placement to be more important.
The educators and chefs had some differences regarding the order of importance of 
the characteristics in the student activities category. Educators gave opportunities to 
participate in community events the second highest mean score, while industry chefs 
placed required work experience second. Educators had that characteristic in fourth place. 
For the facilities category, the educators’ order of importance of the characteristics
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matched the order for all respondents exactly as shown in Table 25. However, industry 
chefs gave number of cooking laboratories a slightly higher mean than student to station 
ratio. In the area of organization and administration, educators gave having an external 
advisory board a higher mean importance than industry chefs. Finally, in the outcomes 
category, both educators and chefs rated percentage of students completing the degrees as 
second in importance to percentage of students employed in the field.
T-tests showed that culinary educators and industry chefs differed significantly on 
their perceptions of the importance of 17 of the characteristics that were potential quality 
indicators for culinary arts associate degree programs based on the standard of p < .01. 
Again, the t-statistics, degrees of fi-eedom, and significance levels were adjusted where 
necessary for variables that did not meet the assumption of homogeneity of variance. The 
mean for educators was higher for eight of these characteristics, while the mean for 
industry chefs was higher for nine of these characteristics. Table 34 shows the significant 
results of the t-tests. The characteristics are listed in descending order of the largest mean 
differences. Positive mean differences indicate the culinary educators had higher 
importance means than the industry chefs while negative mean differences indicate the 
industry mean was higher.
Comments
The researcher also analyzed if there were differences between culinary educators and 
industry chefs regarding their answers to the open-ended questions. More chefs than 
educators provided comments about additional subject areas while a slightly higher 
percentage of educators than chefs answered the other three questions. The researcher 
found only minor differences between the comments provided by each group.
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Table 34
Significant Differences Regarding Importance of Program Characteristics
Characteristic Edu
Mean
Ind
Mean
T Df Sig. (2- 
tailed)
Mean
Diff
"“External advisory board 4.33 3.72 7.872 434.575 .000 .606
% of grads certified 2.87 3.43 -5.410 589 .000 -551
FT/PT ratio 3.91 3.37 5.959 589 .000 .538
Gender diversity - faculty 3.42 2.89 4.998 589 .000 .531
% seeking adv. training 3.29 3.77 -5.790 585 .000 -.474
# of student ACF members 2.97 3.44 -4.529 587 .000 -.471
"“Gender diversity-students 3.42 2.89 4.029 586 .000 .420
*# of demo laboratories 3.59 4.01 -4.639 307.035 .000 -.418
ACF accreditation 3.65 4.03 -3.694 586 .000 -.382
"“Ethnic diversity - students 3.11 2.73 3.770 419.008 .000 .381
Ethnic diversity -  faculty 3.42 3.07 3.352 590 .001 .347
"“Part, in competitions 3.75 4.10 -3.799 313.591 .000 -.346
Student work experience 2.99 3.33 -3.333 588 .000 -.339
"“Degree of program dir. 3.82 4.12 -2.897 585 .002 -.295
"“Required internship 4.19 4.46 -3.074 289.882 .002 -.269
Faculty eval procedure 4.42 4.21 -5.410 589 .000 -.210
"“Industry exp. of faculty 4.74 4.61 2.644 408.980 .008 .126
Note; Courses marked with an asterisk (*) indicate those for which equal variances were 
not assumed and adjusted values were used.
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Over 65% of educators and 68% of industry chefs answered the request for comments 
about additional subjects. Although the two groups placed them in slightly different 
order, both placed Team/Leadership, Specific Foods, and Meat ID/Butchery in the top 
five subjects they considered important (disregarding no comments and irrelevant 
comments). Educators also included American Regional Cuisine and 
Professionalism/Ethics in this list, while industry chefs included Industry Reality and 
Time/Stress Management.
Over 60.6% of educators and 53.12% of industry chefs provided comments about 
additional characteristics of culinary programs that could be considered quality 
indicators. In this area, there was disagreement between the groups. Both groups 
requested that graduate success, overall quality of faculty, and levels of faculty 
certification be added to the list of characteristics. However, 8.7% of the industry chefs 
indicated that amount of emphasis on practical work was important in evaluating the 
quality of the school, whereas only 3 .1% of the educators made similar comments.
Forty percent of educators versus 42.4% of industry chefs responded to the request 
for ideas for future research. Educators mentioned longitudinal studies most fi'equently, 
while chefs suggested Surveying Students most often. Both groups were also interested in 
research about specific segments of the industry, the effect of degrees on career success, 
and chefs’ opinions of the skills and knowledge of culinary school graduates.
Forty-seven percent of culinary educators as opposed to 43.9% of industry chefs 
wrote comments related to the survey itself. Other than no comment, the top remark fi'om 
both groups was that they considered the survey to be “Good,” “Great,” or “Excellent.” A 
larger percentage (4.7%) of educators’ comments than chefs’ comments (3.7%) said that
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the survey was thorough. Chefs thanked the researcher for including them in the process 
and wished her hick more frequently than educators. The respondents (1.1%) who felt the 
survey was too general were all industry chefs.
(Question 5
Research Question 5; If there are differences between the two groups, how can they 
be reconciled to derive a core curriculum and a common list of quality indicators? As the 
data presented under Research Question 4 show, there were significant differences 
between educators and industry chefs regarding their assignment of mean importance 
levels to the professional and general subjects and the characteristics used to evaluate the 
quality of the schools. However, the differences were not of such high practical 
significance as to prohibit the development of a suggested core curriculum and list of 
quality indicators.
Core Curriculum
Almost 80% of the associate degree programs operate on a semester system with a 
mean of 67 credits required for degree completion. Therefore, the researcher will suggest 
a core curriculum of 67 credits or 22 three-credit courses and a one-credit work 
experience requirement that incorporates the opinions of the culinary educators and 
industry chefs. The schools operating on a quarter system required a mean of 104 credits. 
Therefore, each suggested course could be four and one-half credits if offered on a 
quarter basis.
The culinary educators and industry chefs differed on the exact importance level of 
some of the professional and general subjects, as is indicated by their mean importance
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scores. The t-tests also showed significant differences between educators and chefs on the 
mean importance scores of ten professional and ten general education subjects. However, 
when the researcher evaluated which 22 courses of the combined professional and 
general education had the highest overall means, there was actually very little 
disagreement between the two groups. Table 35 shows the 22 courses, in descending 
order of mean scores. Food Science and Public Speaking were tied for the final spot with 
overall means of 3.76. However, the researcher chose Public Speaking over Food Science 
because Food Science was the course with the largest significant difference between 
educators and chefs, as shown in Table 32. The only general education courses in the 
group are Business Math, Computer Concepts, and Public Speaking. Culinary educators 
included Business Writing (mean = 3.64) and English Composition (mean = 3.61) and 
did not include Human Resource Management and Financial Accounting.
Table 35
Suggested Curriculum for Associate Degree Culinary Arts Programs
Subject Overall Mean SD Variance
Foodservice Sanitation 4.92 .312 .097
Basic Cooking -L ab 4.79 .464 .215
Food & Beverage Cost Control 4.49 .696 .484
Menu Development 4.39 .717 .514
Saucier 4.37 .736 .541
Culinary Principles -  Lecture 4.34 .810 .656
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Table 35, continued
Suggested Curriculum for Associate Degree Culinary Arts Programs
Subject Overall Mean SD Variance
Advanced Cookery 4.33 .794 .631
Foodservice Purchasing 4.27 .802 .643
Classical Cuisine 4.23 .784 .614
Nutrition 4.23 .867 .751
Introductory Baking 4.22 .819 .672
Business Math 4.16 .789 .623
Computer Concepts 4.14 .836 .698
Garde Manger 4.09 .816 .666
Buffets/Catering 4.04 .814 .663
Restaurant Management 4.02 .862 .744
Culinary Career Development 4.01 .900 .811
International Cuisine 3.98 .840 .706
Human Resource Management 3.88 1.027 1.054
Dining Room Service 3.84 .918 .844
Financial Accounting 3.80 .980 .960
Public Speaking 3.76 .986 .972
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Program Characteristics
The culinary educators and industry chefs also differed on the exact importance of the 
characteristics that can be used to evaluate program quality, as is indicated by overall 
mean importance scores. The t-tests also showed significant differences between 
educators and chefs on the mean importance scores of seventeen of the characteristics. 
The researcher determined that 25 would be a reasonable number of characteristics to use 
in evaluating program quality. Again, there was very little actual disagreement between 
the two groups as to what should be included in the list. Table 36 shows the 25 
characteristics, in descending order of mean scores. All of the characteristics included 
have overall means over 3.90 indicating that the respondents believed they were very 
important or extremely important. Although required internship had the fourth highest 
overall mean (4.37), and required work experience had the 17* highest overall mean 
(4.05), the researcher did not include them in the list of characteristics because they can 
be dealt with as core curriculum issues.
Educators would have included full-time/part-time faculty ratio and availability of 
personal counseling in the list instead of program director has a graduate degree and 
opportunities for participation in competitions. Industry chefs would have included 
number of professionally certified faculty and number of demonstration kitchens instead 
of opportunities for group work and availability of financial aid. No characteristics fi'om 
the student category and only one fi'om the resources category are included in the list. All 
of the characteristics in the facilities category and all of the characteristics in the 
organization and administration category, except type of ownership, are included.
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Table 36
Suggested List of Characteristics to Use as Quality Indicators
Characteristic Category Mean SD Var.
Sanitation and safety of labs Facilities 4.83 .437 .191
Industry experience of faculty Faculty 4.65 .564 .318
Subject experience of faculty Faculty 4.65 .561 .315
% of graduates employed Outcomes 4.34 .722 .521
Student to station ratio Facilities 4.29 .730 .533
Teaching experience of faculty Faculty 4.28 .778 .606
Faculty evaluation procedure Org and Admin 4.27 .689 .474
Number of cooking labs Facilities 4.26 .795 .632
Program evaluation procedures Org and Admin 4.23 .676 .457
Student to instructor ratio- lab Faculty 4.21 .768 .590
Regional/national accreditation Org and Admin 4.17 .976 .952
% of students completing degree Outcomes 4.15 .837 .700
Faculty continuing education Faculty 4.13 .835 .697
Availability of academic advising Student Services 4.13 .774 .599
Availability of career placement Student Services 4.10 .831 .690
Opportunities for participation in 
school/community events Learning Opportunities 4.04 .879 .773
Program director has a graduate 
degree Org and Admin 4.02 1.069 1.143
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Table 36, continued
Suggested List of Characteristics to Use as Quality Indicators
Characteristic Category Mean SD Var.
Public Restaurant Facilities 4.00 .993 .986
Opportunities for participation in
competitions Learning Opportunities 3.99 .976 .952
Policies to keep and graduate
students Student Services 3.98 .927 .859
Number of faculty Faculty 3.97 .865 .749
Opportunities for group work Learning Opportunities 3.95 .844 .712
Availability of financial aid Resources 3.93 .970 .941
Program has an advisory board Org and Admin 3.92 .971 .942
ACF AC accreditation Org and Admin 3.90 1.184 1.401
Question 6
Research Question 6: How do the actual subjects taught and program 
characteristics compare to those identified by educators and industry representatives as 
the most important subjects and quality indicators? In comparing the information from 
the databases of subjects offered by associate degree culinary arts programs and the 
characteristics of the programs with the suggested curriculum and the characteristics 
identified as most important by culinary educators and industry, the researcher found 
considerable differences.
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Subjects Taught
As listed in Table 7, seven of the professional subjects in the suggested curriculum 
based on including the courses with the highest overall importance means were required 
by over 75% of the associate degree programs with an additional five courses required by 
over 50% of the associate degree programs. However, seven of the courses in the 
suggested curriculum were required by less than 50% of the culinary programs, with two 
of the courses—Classical Cuisine and Financial Accounting—required by less than 25% 
of the schools (see Table 8).
Required Work Experience, which the researcher included as a one-credit class in the 
suggested core curriculum, was required by 28.9% of the culinary programs. An 
internship, which could be required as part of the suggested Culinary Career 
Development Course, was required by 47.4% of the schools and offered as an elective by 
9 .1% of the programs.
The three general education courses included in the suggested curriculum—Business 
Math, Computer Concepts, and Public Speaking—were required by 34.1%, 54.3%, and 
48.3% of the programs, respectively. English Composition and Business Writing, which 
educators would have included in the core curriculum, were required by 82.8% and 
15.5% of the programs, respectively. The two other general education classes required by 
more than 10% of the schools. Introduction to Psychology and Principles of Economics, 
were not included in the suggested curriculum. General education electives, such as 
College Algebra, Introduction to Political Science, and Art Appreciation, were not 
included in the curriculum, based on the opinions of culinary educators and industry 
chefs.
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Another important difference between the curriculum suggested in Research Question 
5 and the actual curriculums of the sample schools is the number and percentage of 
professional versus general education courses. The suggested curriculum contains 58 
professional course credits, representing 86.57% of the 67 total credits, and 9 general 
education credits, representing 13.4% of the total. However, as discussed in research 
question 1, the mean number of professional credits required by semester system 
programs was 49.8 (73.8% of total credits) and the mean number of general education 
credits was 17.58 (26.31% of total credits). The percentages were similar for quarter 
system programs.
The above statistics indicate that the suggested curriculum should be adjusted to 
conform to actual standards for professional versus general education credits. To comply, 
the 67 credits should consist of 49 credits of professional courses (16 three-credit courses 
plus the one-credit work experience requirement) and 18 credits (6 three-credit courses) 
of general education subjects. To accomplish this, the three professional courses with the 
lowest mean scores—Human Resource Management, Dining Room Service, and 
Financial Accounting—should be removed from the suggested curriculum. They should 
be replaced with the next three most important general education classes; Business 
Writing, English Composition, and Spanish.
Program Characteristics
As explained in the discussion of Research Question 2, the program characteristics 
which the researcher was able to accumulate information about for the characteristic 
database represent only a small number of the characteristics that culinary educators and 
industry chefs considered to be quality indicators for the programs as determined in
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Research Question 5. Although the characteristics discussed in Question 2 had 
information about four of the five resources characteristics and the admissions procedures 
that were part of the student category, none of these characteristics were considered 
potential quality indicators by the culinary educators and industry chefs. In addition, as 
discussed in Research Question 2, the researcher did not include student services or 
outcomes in the database. However, three of these services—availability of career 
placement, availability of academic advising, and policies for keeping students and 
helping them graduate - and two of the outcomes characteristics—percent of students 
completing the degree and percent of graduates employed—were considered important 
quality indicators.
The total number of 6culty and whether they were professionally certified were part 
of the characteristics database, but were not considered important quality indicators by 
the entire sample. A low student to faculty ratio in lab classes was considered a quality 
indicator. Although the sources used for the database did not specify whether the student 
to faculty ratio listed was for laboratory or lecture classes, the mean number of students 
to faculty was 16.26 for the total sample. The mean was fairly consistent across types of 
schools. Therefore, one indicator of the quality of a culinary school would be whether it 
had a student to faculty ratio of 16 or less to 1 in lab classes. Industry experience, subject 
matter experience, and teaching experience of faculty were all considered important 
quality indicators. This information was not available from the characteristics database. 
However, the educators who participated in the survey had a mean of 25 .57 years of 
industry experience and 16.51 years of teaching experience.
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The survey respondents advocated the student learning opportunity characteristics of 
opportunities for group work, opportunities to participate in culinary competitions, and 
opportunities to participate in school/community events as important quality indicators. 
Although the characteristic database did not include information about group work, it did 
show the percentage of schools offering competitions and participation in community 
events. A relatively large percentage of schools, 46.7%, offered students the opportunity 
to participate in culinary competitions. Only 3.8% of the culinary programs listed in the 
guidebooks that students participated in community events. However, as discussed in 
Research Question 2, only 44.1% of the schools in the database listed any activities at all. 
Therefore, that percentage may not be truly representative of the opportunities available 
to students.
Four of the five characteristics in the facilities category were considered important 
quality indicators. Sanitation and safety of facilities was the number one most important 
quality indicator. However, the characteristics database did not record information in that 
area or the student to cooking station ratio. As reported in Question 2, 60.2% of the 
culinary programs have public restaurants. The total sample of schools had a mean of 
4.58 kitchen laboratories, not including demonstration kitchens. As illustrated in Table 
37, the number of kitchen laboratories varied according to the type of school. Public 
culinary schools had fewer laboratories than private or for-profit schools. However, when 
the researcher calculated the number of students per kitchen laboratory, the mean for the 
total sample was 50.21 students per laboratory, while public schools had the lowest ratio 
of 42.13. For-profit schools had the highest ratio of 66.55 students per laboratory.
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Table 37
Number of Students Compared to Number of Kitchen Laboratories
Type of 
School
FT
Students
PT
Students
Total
Students
Kitchen
Labs
Students per 
Lab
All Schools 187.60 42.38 229.98 4.58 50.21
Public 103.49 45.67 149.16 3.54 42.13
Private 538.81 33.81 572.62 9 83. 58.25
For-Profit 448.33 28.84 477.17 7.17 66.55
The culinary educators and industry chefs believed that all the organization and 
administration characteristics, other than type of ownership, were important quality 
indicators. As shown in Table 12, all of the schools achieved accreditation by regional or 
national agencies, other than five which were accredited by the Council on Education or a 
state agency. Only 39.8% were accredited by the ACFAC. Of the culinary program 
administrators who completed the survey, 50.60% held master’s or Ph.D. degrees 
indicating that half the programs meet the quality indicator of the director having an 
advanced degree. The database did not contain information about external advisory 
boards, or program or faculty evaluation procedures.
Summary of Data Analysis 
The data the researcher accumulated through the use of secondary sources, including 
guidebooks, websites, and school catalogs, provided base information about the core 
curriculum and characteristics o f associate degree culinary arts programs. The data from
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the survey of culinary educators and industry chefs allowed the researcher to assess their 
opinions of the importance of offering various subjects and the importance of using 
certain characteristics as quality indicators. The researcher found significant differences 
between the two groups as to the mean importance of the 20 professional and general 
education subjects and 17 of the program characteristics. However, these significant 
differences did not cause large variations in the order of importance the culinary 
educators and industry chefs placed on the subjects and program characteristics. 
Therefore, the significant differences did not prevent the researcher fi'om identifying a 
suggested core curriculum for the programs and a list of quality indicators. However, the 
researcher found some disconnect between the recommended curriculum and the 
frequency with which the courses are currently required by the schools. A majority of the 
quality indicators were those for which no comparable information was available in the 
characteristics database. Chapter 5 will address potential explanations for these research 
results, identify how they correspond to the related studies discussed in the literature 
review, and discuss their significance for the various stakeholders of culinary education.
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CHAPTERS
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter contains a summary of the research questions, methodology and findings 
of the study. It includes the results of the analysis of the curriculum and characteristics 
data and how they compare and contrast with the previous research presented in Chapter
2. It discusses the significance of the study for the various stakeholders in associate 
degree culinary arts programs. Finally, it provides recommendations for future research 
about culinary education.
Summary of Research Problem, Questions, and Methodology 
The researcher designed this study to provide a comprehensive description of the 
culinary arts associate degree programs in the United States, to develop standards for the 
curriculum of a quality program, and to identify characteristics that can be used to 
evaluate program quality. It addressed the general research question: What are the 
common characteristics of associate degree culinary arts programs and to what extent can 
each of these characteristics be used as indicators for evaluating the quality of the 
programs? The researcher developed six specific questions:
1. What are the similarities and differences in core curriculum content across 
culinary arts associate degree programs?
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2. How do schools offering associate degrees in culinary arts vary by general 
characteristics, including curriculum, resources, faculty, students, student 
services and activities, facilities, organization and administration, and 
program outcomes?
3. What characteristics serve as indicators of program quality?
4. How do culinary educators and industry representatives differ as to what they 
consider important subjects to teach and what factors indicate program 
quality?
5. If there are differences between the two groups, how can they be reconciled to 
derive a core curriculum and a common list of quality indicators?
6. How do the actual subjects taught and program characteristics compare to 
those identified by educators and industry representatives as the most 
important subjects and quality indicators?
To address Research Questions 1 and 2, the researcher used content analysis of 
secondary data found in culinary program guidebooks, websites, and degree requirement 
worksheets. In developing the database of courses taught at associated degree programs, 
the researcher evaluated degree requirement worksheets for 232 culinary arts programs. 
For the database of program characteristics, the researcher used information about 261 
programs she identified as offering associate degree culinary arts programs. The data 
were inputted into SPSS Version 12.1 and descriptive statistics were calculated, such as 
the percentage of programs requiring certain courses and the average number of students, 
faculty, and kitchens, and tuition and fees charged by the schools.
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To address Research Questions 3, 4, and 5, the study used quantitative survey 
methods built on Dillman’s (2000) Tailored Design Method. The researcher developed a 
survey instrument asking culinary educators and industry representatives to rate the 
importance of specific professional and general education courses and the importance of 
particular program characteristics in determining the quality of culinary programs on a 
five point Likert-type scale. The survey was sent to two groups: the program directors of 
all associate degree culinary programs and a sample of active chef members of the 
American Culinary Federation (ACF). The researcher received 594 completed surveys 
for an overall response rate o f42.33%. One hundred ninety-three surveys were received 
fi"om culinary educators and 401 were fi'om industry chefs. The researcher performed 
statistical analysis on the survey data using SPSS Version 12.1 in order to determine the 
importance of the professional and general education courses and the program 
characteristics, as well as to discover differences among the perceptions of the two 
groups.
To address Research Question 6, the researcher compared the suggested curriculum 
and lists of quality indicators developed in Question 5 to the data on subjects taught and 
characteristics of the programs to see how closely they corresponded. For the curriculum, 
the comparison of the number of professional versus general education classes actually 
required by the schools necessitated changes to the suggested curriculum. Although the 
characteristic database did not provide information about many of the characteristics that 
the survey respondents perceived to be quality indicators, it did provide insight on base 
statistics, such as the mean number of faculty and cooking laboratories, student-faculty
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ratios, and the availability of the important student learning opportunities, that can be 
used to compare culinary programs.
Summary of Results
This section summarizes the results of the data analysis. Rather than discussing the 
research questions individually, the researcher has divided this section into summaries of 
the curriculum and the quality indicator findings.
Curriculum
From the content analysis of the degree worksheets, the researcher found that the 
majority of programs (61.6%) offered Associate of Applied Science degrees or Associate 
of Science degrees (17.7%). Over 92% were titled Culinary Arts degrees. The researcher 
determined that 79.7% of the associate degree culinary arts programs operated on a 
semester system with a mean of 67.6 credits required for graduation. Of these credits, 
74.35% were supplied by professional subjects and 25.65% were supplied by general 
education courses. The researcher also investigated whether 27 professional courses and 
20 courses were required, offered as an elective, or not listed on the program’s degree 
worksheet. As explained in Chapters 1 and 3, the researcher encountered difficulties with 
the coding process because subjective decisions had to be made regarding how courses 
with different names or multiple subjects matched the subject names she used.
The researcher established that over 75% of the programs required the hands-on, 
laboratory classes of Basic Cooking, Introductory Baking, Advanced Cookery, and Garde 
Manger. For professional lecture classes, the majority of the programs required 
Foodservice Sanitation and Safety, Nutrition, Human Resource Management,
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Foodservice Purchasing, and Food and Beverage Cost Control. Less than 20% of the 
programs required more managerial professional courses, such as Financial Accounting, 
Foodservice Facilities Planning, Hospitality Marketing, and Hospitality Law. 
Approximately one-third of the schools required work experience and one-half required 
internships as part of their professional curriculums
For general education classes, English Composition and Computer Concepts were the 
only courses required by more than 50% of the schools. However, many of the other 
general courses were offered as electives, usually as options under distribution 
requirements where the student has to choose one class from each of three to four 
categories, such as Humanities, Social Sciences, Natural Sciences, and Communication 
Skills.
The survey results showed that culinary educators and industry chefs valued the 
culinary specific courses, such as Food Service Sanitation and Safety, Basic Cooking, 
Food and Beverage Cost Control, Saucier, Advanced Cookery, and Introductory Baking, 
more than management oriented courses, such as Introduction to Hospitality, Hospitality 
Law, and Foodservice Facilities Planning. However, none of the professional courses had 
importance ratings of less than three (important). This indicates that the respondents did 
perceive some significance to teaching all the professional subjects. The only general 
education courses with mean importance scores indicating that educators and chefs 
considered them very important were Business Math and Computer Concepts. Thirteen of 
the general education subjects had mean importance ratings between two (slightly 
important) and 3 (important).
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Utilizing t-tests to compare the importance means of the subjects, the researcher 
found significant differences among the perceptions of the culinary educators and 
industry chefs regarding ten of the professional subjects and ten of the general education 
subjects. However, the largest mean differences were for courses with low importance 
ratings, such as Food Science, General Chemistry, Statistics, and Music Appreciation. 
Thus, these differences did not have a great effect on the placement of courses into the 
suggested associate degree program
By way of addressing Research Question 5, the researcher reported a suggested 
curriculum consisting of the subjects that had the highest mean importance. As shown in 
Table 35, this curriculum consisted of 19 professional courses and three general 
education courses. The researcher also included Work Experience as a one- credit course 
and suggested that the Culinary Career Development course incorporate an internship 
element. This reflected the opinions fi’om the survey that culinary educators and industry 
chefs placed high importance on required work experience and internships as 
characteristics that indicated program quality.
Characteristics and Quality Indicators
The researcher assembled a database of the characteristics of 261 associate degree 
culinary arts programs based on information fi'om guidebooks and websites. She was able 
to obtain the most relevant information about resources, faculty, admissions practices, 
and student learning opportunities. Where possible, she evaluated differences in the 
programs based on whether they were taught at public, private, or for-profit institutions.
In the resource category, the researcher calculated the tuition range for the total 
degree and laboratory and application fees. The statistics showed that total tuition for the
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degree program ranged from under $5,000 to over $40,000. Tuition varied dramatically 
based on whether the school was public, private, or for-profit. Over 97.5% of public 
schools charged total tuition under $10,000 to their in-state students, with no in-state 
students charged more than $15,000. Out-of-state students paid reasonable rates with 
72.6% of the public schools charging less than $15,000 to that group However, 60.4% of 
private schools and 80.6% of for-profit schools charged their students over $30,000 in 
total tuition for the associate degree, not including fees. Program fees and 
application/orientation fees were also higher for private and for-profit schools than for 
public schools.
The number of students and the availability of facilities for student learning also serve 
as indicators of program resources. Overall, the schools enrolled a mean of 187.60 full­
time students. The mean was 103.49 for public schools, 538.81 for private schools, and 
448.33 for for-profit institutions. Over 90% of all schools had at least one library for 
student use, with 9.3% having two or more. In addition, 66.1% of all schools had a 
student learning resource center.
The survey respondents did not perceive tuition and fees charged to be an important 
quality indicator. However, the amount of financial aid available to students had a mean 
importance rating of 3.93 on a five-point scale and was included in the list of quality 
indicators. The respondents did not consider the other resource characteristics—number 
of students, size of library/resource center, and number of computers for student use— 
important quality indicators.
The analysis of faculty characteristics showed that the mean number of full-time 
faculty for all schools was 7.82. The mean was higher at private and for-profit schools.
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20.00 and 22.57, respectively, but was only 3.82 for public schools. However, this was 
moderated by the private and for-profit schools having much higher numbers of students. 
The student to faculty ratio was consistent across programs. The mean number of 
students per total number of faculty, including full-time and part-time faculty, was 16.26 
for the total sample, 15.89 for public schools, 16.65 for private schools, and 18.06 for for- 
profit schools. The mean number of part-time faculty was 5.58 for all schools. The 
percentage of faculty certified by professional organizations, such as the ACF and the 
Educational Institute of the American Hotel and Lodging Association, as compared to 
total faculty was 31.72% for the total sample. Although it was not considered one of the 
most important quality indicators, culinary educators placed much higher importance on 
the Full-time/Part-Time faculty ratio than did industry chefs. The educators’ first-hand 
experience with part-time faculty most likely influenced this result.
The survey participants considered the faculty characteristics of industry, subject, and 
teaching experience, student to instructor ratios in laboratory classes, and faculty 
continuing education to be important indicators of the quality of associate degree culinary 
programs. The characteristics database included information on student to instructor 
ratios, but not the other faculty characteristics. The educators who participated in the 
survey had a mean of over 25 years of industry experience and 16 years of teaching 
experience. However, the majority held administrative titles and might not be typical of 
culinary faculty members.
In reporting student characteristics, only 40.2% of the culinary programs specifically 
stated in guidebooks or on websites that a high school diploma or GED were required for 
enrollment. Only 7.7% of the culinary schools required letters of recommendation, 16.9%
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required essays, 16.5% required an entrance exam, while 26.1% of the schools required a 
personal interview. The culinary educators and industry chefs surveyed did not consider 
any of the characteristics of students, including selective admissions, to be important 
quality indicators. Although the culinary educators assigned significantly higher mean 
importance ratings to ethnic and gender diversity of students and faculty than did the 
industry chefs, overall the survey respondents rated those characteristics as some of the 
least important factors in evaluating the quality of associate degree culinary programs.
As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the researcher did not assemble data about the 
frequency with which schools or programs offered student services or the effectiveness of 
these services. However, the culinary educators and industry chefs judged three student 
services characteristics—availability of academic advising, availability of career 
placement and policies to keep students in school and help them graduate (retention)—to 
be important quality indicators.
When evaluating the frequency with which schools offered specific learning 
opportunities, culinary competitions were the only type of activity offered frequently by 
the schools. Required internships and work experience achieved the highest mean 
importance ratings. As discussed under curriculum, the researcher included them in the 
suggested curriculum rather than in the list of the most important quality indicators. The 
other factors in the student learning opportunities category that the respondents 
considered important quality indicators were opportunities to participate in competitions, 
in school/community events, and group work.
In the area of program related facilities, the mean number of classrooms was 3.79, the 
mean number of kitchen laboratories was 4.58, and the mean number of demonstration
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kitchens for all schools was 0.96. Over 60% of the schools operated a restaurant serving 
the public. Private culinary schools had more classrooms (mean number = 8.13), kitchen 
laboratories (mean number = 9.83), and demonstration kitchens (mean number = 2.39) 
than the total sample. The respondents deemed all of the facilities characteristics, except 
for number of demonstration kitchens, to be important quality indicators.
Under Organization and Administration, over 97% of the schools were accredited by 
a regional or national accrediting agency and 39.8% achieved program accreditation from 
the ACFAC. The respondents recognized the value of the schools having regional or 
national accreditation, assigning it a mean importance rating of 4.17, while the 
importance rating for ACFAC accreditation was 3.90. Faculty and program evaluation 
procedures were also considered important quality indicators with importance means of 
4.27 and 4.23, respectively. The educational attainment of the program director was 
considered an important quality indicator with a mean importance rating of 4.02. 
However, the t-tests showed that chefs considered this characteristic more important than 
educators. The single largest significant difference between culinary educators and 
industry chefs was their mean importance rating for the program having an external 
advisory board. Educators gave this characteristic a mean importance score of 4.33, while 
industry chefs gave it a score of 3.72.
Finally, two of the outcomes characteristics—percentage of graduates employed in 
the field and percentage of students completing the degree—were judged to be important 
quality indicators. The mean importance rating o f percentage of graduates employed was 
4.34 as compared to that of percentage of students completing the degree (4.15). Average
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starting salary and percentage of graduates who were ACF certified were not deemed to 
be important quality indicators.
Discussion of Results and Comparison to Previous Studies
This section further discusses the study results and how they relate to the academic 
literature and previous studies presented in Chapter 2. Under the curriculum section, the 
researcher also adjusts the suggested curriculum shown in Table 35 to more adequately 
reflect the types of courses required by the majority of the schools and to add more 
emphasis on general education as suggested by the quality assessment literature. 
Curriculum
The general quality assessment literature emphasized the importance of general 
education, writing, speaking, and critical thinkjng skills, and active learning (Astin, 1985, 
1993; Boyer, 2003, Haworth & Conrad, 1997; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). This study 
showed that culinary educators and chefs believed active learning in the forms of hands- 
on culinary skills courses, required work experience, and industry internships were 
extremely important characteristics of a quality culinary arts education. They agreed that 
courses offering the specific writing, speaking, and critical thinking skills of business 
writing, business math, computer concepts, public speaking, and Spanish should be 
included in the curriculum, but did not place high importance on the full range of general 
education subjects.
The researcher found it interesting that industry chefs assigned higher importance 
levels than culinary educators to courses such as Food Science, Financial Accounting, 
Hospitality Law, General Chemistry, Principles of Economics, and Statistics. The
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knowledge and competencies presented in these courses might be utilized more 
frequently as a chef advances in his/her career. The educators had higher mean ratings for 
practical courses, such as Introductory Baking, Advanced Cookery, and Basic Cooking, 
acknowledging the role these courses have in providing the foundation of knowledge for 
other courses.
When comparing the culinary arts associate degree requirements to those included in 
Wollin and Gravas’ (2002) Model Culinary Arts Program Curriculum, the results were 
mixed. Eleven of the courses required by 50% or more of the culinary schools match 
those included in the model curriculum. However, seven of the authors’ recommended 
courses, such as Wine/Beverage Service and Introduction to Hospitality, were not 
required by the majority of the schools. The only general education course that Wollin 
and Gravas included in their model curriculum was Computer Concepts.
The only classes required by over 50% of the culinary programs that cover the 
competencies judged by Brefere, Drummond, and Barnes (2006) to be of moderate to 
high importance for entry- to mid-level chefs were Computer Concepts, Introductory 
Baking, Foodservice Sanitation and Safety, and Nutrition. In particular, only 18.1% of 
the culinary schools required Financial Accounting and only 1.7% of the culinary schools 
required Spanish, which Brefere et al. considered competencies of high importance.
Human Resource Management and Menu Development were the only courses 
required by the majority of the studied culinary schools that corresponded to the food and 
beverage competencies for hospitality students determined to be important by Okeiyi, 
Finley, and Postel (1994). This indicates that associate degree culinary arts programs 
truly focus on teaching specific culinary skills, rather than the more general management
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skills, such as facilities management, customer relations, conflict resolution, and 
leadership that hospitality management schools emphasize as important.
The high mean importance ratings of Cost Control (4 .49) and Computer Concepts 
(4.14) were the only results that matched Casado’s (1991) findings that educators, 
hospitality managers, and students perceived teaching those two courses in hospitality 
management programs to be very important. The educators and chefs surveyed placed 
less emphasis on the human relations, service, customer relations, and marketing 
competencies identified as important for hospitality students by Okeiyi et. al. (1994) and 
Tas (1988).
In response to Research Question 5, the researcher reported a suggested curriculum 
based on the importance ratings of the subjects. She included Work Experience as a one- 
credit course and suggested that the Culinary Career Development course incorporate an 
internship element. This reflected the opinions from the survey that culinary educators 
and industry chefs placed high importance on required work experience and internships 
as characteristics that indicated program quality. It also corresponded to the findings of 
the hospitality management literature (Casado, 1991; Downey & Deveau, 1987, 1988; 
Gould & Bojanic, 2002; Rimmington, 1999) that showed that hospitality educators, 
recruiters, and students considered practical experience and internships important 
requirements for hospitality management students.
In response to Research Question 6, the researcher adjusted the curriculum suggested 
by the importance ratings of the courses by the culinary educators and industry chefs in 
order to require the mean number of general education credits (18) required by the 
semester system associate degree culinary programs. This placed Business Writing,
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English Composition, and Spanish, all of which had mean importance ratings of over 3.5 
(between moderately and very important), into the curriculum.
However, to keep the suggested curriculum to the mean of 67 total credits, adding the 
general education courses would leave no room for Human Resource Management, 
although 74.1% of schools required the course and it had a mean importance rating of 
3.88. The large number of schools requiring the course may be because it represents a 
required knowledge area for ACFAC accreditation. In addition, a large number of the 
comments from the respondents regarding additional subjects recommended including 
human resource related topics of Team Building/Leadership and Professionalism/Ethics 
in the curriculum. Therefore, the researcher does not consider it practical for schools to 
eliminate Human Resource Management from their program requirements.
The suggested curriculum based on the subjects mean importance scores included 
Restaurant Management, but not Dining Room Service. However, only 39.1% of the 
culinary arts programs required Restaurant Management, as opposed to 64.3% of the 
programs which required Dining Room Service. The higher proportion of schools 
requiring Dining Room Service may again be because it represents a required knowledge 
area for ACFAC accreditation. The researcher recommends that culinary arts programs 
combine the subjects and teach both practical and management skills related to dining 
room operations as part of one course.
The suggested curriculum included six specific general education courses. This did 
not reflect the variety of courses that institutions may allow a student to take to fulfill 
more general distribution requirements. For example, whereas many schools might offer 
students choices of several classes, such as Music or Art Appreciation, Foreign
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Language, or History to fulfill a humanities distribution requirement, the only humanities 
classes deemed by the culinary educators and chefs to be important enough to be included 
in the suggested curriculum were Public Speaking and Spanish. Three social science 
courses—Introduction to Psychology, Introduction to Sociology, and Principles of 
Economics—were required or offered as electives by 66.8%, 56.5%, and 49.8% of the 
schools, respectively. This indicates that the majority of the schools have a social science 
distribution requirement. Because the survey respondents assigned those courses low 
importance means, they were not included in the suggested curriculum. However, the 
researcher recommends that since they are required or electives at the majority of 
schools, they be incorporated into the curriculum. To allow for this yet still require only 
18 general education credits, the researcher advocates that culinary arts programs offer 
Computer Concepts as a professional subject. This would allow schools to tailor the 
course to culinary industry specific examples to develop the students’ computer skills.
The researcher’s revised recommended curriculum for associate degree culinary arts 
programs incorporating the opinions of the culinary educators and chefs, as well as the 
realities of institution and accreditation requirements, is shown as Table 38.
Program Characteristics
Under resources, the study results showed that the majority of students paid less than 
$10,000 in tuition for the associate degree. This result corresponded to La Lopa, Xie, 
Cornwell, Sleeman, & Halterman’s (2005) findings that the mean tuition for culinary 
programs was $9,663. However, tuition for private and for-profit programs was much 
higher with 60.4% of private schools and 80.6% of for-profit schools charging their
182
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 38
Revised Recommended Curriculum for Associate Degree Culinary Arts Programs
Course # of Credits
Professional Courses 49 total
Foodservice Sanitation and Safety 3
Basic Cooking -  Introduction to Hot Foods -  Lab 3
Menu Development and Cost Control 3
Saucier 3
Culinary Principles -  Lecture -  including Principles of Food Science 3
Advanced Cooking 3
Foodservice Purchasing 3
Classical Cuisine 3
Nutrition 3
Introductory Baking 3
Garde Manger 3
Restaurant Management- including hands-on Dining Room Service 3
Culinary Career Development with Internship Component 3
Elective -  Choice of Buffets/Catering or International Cuisine 3
Culinary Computer Concepts 3
Human Resource Management 3
Work Experience 1
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Table 38, continued
Revised Recommended Curriculum for Associate Degree Culinary Arts Programs
Course # of Credits
General Education Courses 18 total
Business Math 3
Public Speaking 3
Business Writing 3
English Composition 3
Spanish 3
Social Science Elective -  Economics, Psychology, or Sociology 3
Total Program Credits 67
students over $30,000 in tuition for the associate degree, not including fees. That result 
was supported by the literature about for-profit schools. As Ruch (2001) explained, 90% 
of for-profit schools revenues come fi'om tuition, therefore they must charge high prices 
to remain financially viable and provide returns to investors (Ruch, 2001).
The only resource characteristic that the culinary educators and industry chefs 
considered an important quality indicator was availability of financial aid. In this respect, 
the respondents’ opinions appeared similar to those of the accrediting agencies, which 
have lessened the importance of resources, such as libraries and resource centers, as 
compared to program assessment and outcomes, when evaluating programs (Leef & 
Burris, 2002; McCleeny, 2004; MSACHE, 2002; NEASC, 2002; WASC, 2003).
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However, this result contrasts with Blumin’s (1988) findings that over 90% of 
community college administrators thought the resource characteristics of number of 
students and total budget were important quality indicators. It also differs fi'om the 
national ranking systems, such as that of U.S. News and WorMReport, which use 
institutional resources to account for 10% of the schools’ overall ranking (Gater, 2002) 
and Gould and Bojanic’s (2002) use of number of students as one of eight ranking factors 
for hospitality management programs.
This study showed that six faculty characteristics were considered important quality 
indicators. The emphasis on faculty corresponds to the high weight given to faculty 
resources, such as small class size, in the national rankings of educational institutions 
(Gater, 2000) and to Blumin’s (1988) findings that 72% of community college 
administrators believed faculty-student ratios to be an important quality indicator. 
Although the researcher did not present specific research in Chapter 2 regarding the 
effect of student to faculty ratios on student learning, one could argue that low ratios 
would facilitate the involvement with faculty characterized as important to students’ 
educational attainment and satisfaction (Astin, 1985,1993; Haworth & Conrad, 2002; Hu 
& Kuh, 2002; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).
The mean student to faculty ratio for all associate degree culinary arts programs in 
this study was 16 to 1. If one considers this average to be a “good” student to faculty 
ratio, schools with higher ratios could be considered to offer an educational program of 
lower quality than schools with lower ratios. The actual ratios also indicated a large 
change fi'om the beginnings of culinary programs when Scarrow (1981) recommended a 
student/faculty ratio of 8 to l.The results of this study, emphasizing ratios and faculty
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experience, differed from Gould and Bojanic’s (2002) ranking factors for hospitality 
programs, which only included the number of faculty and their publishing records.
The culinary educators and industry chefs surveyed did not consider any of the 
characteristics of students, including selective admissions, to be important quality 
indicators. This contrasts to the ranking systems used by U.S. News and World Report, 
which uses student selectivity factors as 15% of its total ranking score (Gater, 2002). 
Perhaps culinarians recognize, as did McCleeny (2004) and Pascarella and Terenzini 
(1991), that student selectivity does not necessarily influence educational attainment. The 
respondents’ opinions also corresponded to the literature on ranking and quality 
evaluation of hospitality management programs, which used student attitudes and 
outcomes, such as placement rates, rather than selectivity as quality indicators (Gould & 
Bojanic, 2002; Lefever & Withian, 1998; Pavesic, 1984).
Ethnic and gender diversity of faculty and students were among the least important 
factors in evaluating the quality of associate degree culinary programs. This lack of 
concern conflicts with Haworth and Conrad (1997) and Boyer (2003) who advocated 
diverse communities as important quality factors. It also does not coincide with the 
realities of for-profit schools, which attract higher proportions of women, minority, and 
older students (Ruch, 2001).
The culinary educators and industry chefs considered three student services 
characteristics—availability of academic advising, availability of career placement and 
policies to keep students in school and help them graduate (retention) —to be important 
quality indicators. They recognized, as did Forrest (1985, as cited by Pascarella and 
Terenzini, 1991) that colleges with effective student services have higher graduation
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rates. The ACFAC also evaluates these services as part of its accreditation standards. 
However, these results differ from those of the community college and hospitality quality 
research which did not mention these services as quality indicators (Blumin, 1988; 
Casado, 1991; Gould & Bojanic, 2002). The importance of the student services also 
coincides with the results of the survey that showed the actual outcomes characteristics of 
placement rates and graduation rates were of even higher importance than providing the 
services.
In evaluating student learning opportunities, the survey respondents did not consider 
interaction with peers and faculty outside of class important. This contradicts the quality 
assessment literature that advocates peer learning, opportunities to extend learning 
beyond the classroom, and other involvement factors as essential aspects of the college 
experience (Astin, 1993: Boyer, 2003; Haworth & Conrad, 1997; Hu & Kuh, 2002; 
McCleeny, 2004). However, the low importance ratings may be due to the respondents’ 
recognition of Astin’s (1993) findings that students in vocational programs who go to 
school fiill-time and most likely also work may not have the time or desire to become 
actively engaged with their peers or the institutions.
When evaluating the frequency with which schools offered student programming, 
culinary competitions were the only type of activity offered frequently by the schools.
The low number of student activities reported in the guidebooks could have several 
causes. First, educators might realize that they are not considered important quality 
indicators. Second, the schools might use their resources for providing academic 
opportunities rather than for student development opportunities. Third, they might not 
have listed activities, such as field trips, as outside activities if they are part of required
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classes. Finally, the programs just might not have thought student activities were 
important characteristics to list in the guidebooks.
The respondents deemed all of the facilities characteristics, except for number of 
demonstration kitchens, to be important quality indicators. This finding corresponds to 
the areas traditionally evaluated in regional accreditation processes (Troutt, 1981), as 
well as the ACFAC accreditation standards that emphasize laboratory sanitation and 
appropriate number of students per station in kitchen laboratories (ACF, 2005). It also 
coincides with Casado’s (1991) research showing that educators, industry representatives, 
and students all ranked physical resources as the most important quality factor for 
hospitality programs. The data presented in Table 37 showed that although public schools 
may not have the largest number of kitchen laboratories, they are competitive with 
private and for-profit institutions with their lower ratio of students per kitchen. Like low 
student to faculty ratios, having the proper amount of students per kitchen laboratory or 
station could facilitate more interaction with faculty and peers, and thus increase learning 
and satis&ction.
Under organization and administration, culinary educators and chefs recognized the 
importance of regional and national accreditation. Traditionally accreditation indicated 
that programs met certain standards regarding missions, goals, resources, student 
services, faculty, and programs (Troutt, 1981). In more recent years, initiatives by the 
regional agencies have emphasized assessment of student learning and educational 
effectiveness, using a more value-added approach (WASC, 2003; NEASC, 2002; 
MSACHE, 2002). Since 97% of programs were regionally or nationally accredited, the 
stakeholders in culinary arts programs can be assured that these programs comply with at
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least minimum standards for accreditation. The researcher did not include characteristics, 
such as assessment of student improvement in specific knowledge and competencies, in 
the survey instrument and cannot now determine whether the respondents would have 
supported these accreditation standards that are beginning to emerge.
Although 39.8% of the culinary programs in the study achieved specialized program 
accreditation from the ACFAC, which provides another level of curriculum and quality 
evaluation, ACFAC accreditation was the characteristic with the lowest mean importance 
rating included in the list of quality indicators (Table 36). This result surprised the 
researcher given the fact that all of the industry chefs and the majority of educators 
surveyed were members of the organization. In particular, the culinary educators assigned 
ACFAC accreditation a lower mean importance score than the industry chefs. Some may 
have had a negative experience with the process or may have recognized the areas of 
disconnect between the ACFAC’s required knowledge areas and competencies and the 
subjects they believed to be most important to offer at associate degree culinary arts 
programs. In addition, the respondents might not perceive ACFAC accreditation as 
providing more information about the program than regional/national accreditation. If 
these perceptions are truly representative of culinary educators, the organization may 
encounter problems with currently accredited programs deciding not to renew their 
accreditation and with marketing their accreditation process to non-accredited culinary 
arts programs.
The researcher also did not expect the findings that the educational attainment of the 
program director would be viewed as important, especially by more industry chefs than 
educators. The educators were probably more aware that because culinary education is a
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relatively new field and few schools offer bachelor degrees in cuhnary arts, much less 
master’s and doctorate degrees (Hegarty, 2004), there is a limited pool of culinary 
educators who hold advanced degrees in culinary arts to draw from. Those administrators 
who have advanced degrees most likely have them in related fields, such as hospitality 
management, business, or education.
The single largest significant difference between culinary educators and industry 
chefs was their mean importance rating for the program having an external advisory 
board. Educators gave this characteristic a mean importance score of 4.33, while industry 
chefs gave it a score of 3.72. Educators rely on these boards to fulfill accreditation 
requirements, to keep the curriculum relevant, to maintain their awareness of industry 
standards and trends, and to facilitate donations of scholarships, product, and equipment. 
The results indicate that educators must do a better job of explaining the role of advisory 
boards to industry chefs and providing incentives to increase their involvement with the 
schools.
The researcher found it interesting that the mean importance rating of percentage of 
graduates employed was higher than the rating for percentage of students completing the 
degree. This corresponds to Blumin’s (1988) findings that 93% of her respondents used 
percentage of graduates employed as a quality indicator versus 88% which used rate of 
retention or rate of attrition (the opposite of completion rates). The hospitality 
management education literature also recognizes placement rates as important quality 
indicators (Casado, 1991; Pavesic, 1984). It appears that culinary educators and industry 
chefs recognize that the primary reason students go to culinary school is to get a job and 
that the degree is a means to this end for many students. Although the researcher did not
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include placement rates in the characteristics database. La Lopa, Xie, Cornwell, Sleeman, 
& Halterman (2005) found that culinary schools had an average placement rate of 92.5%, 
indicating that students are successful in finding employment.
In another unexpected result, the industry chefs rated the importance of the 
percentage of graduates seeking advanced training much higher than educators did. This 
might reflect their personal negative experience in the job market because they did not 
have a four-year degree or their understanding that continuing education is necessary to 
being a successful chef and is an area for future research.
Average starting salary and percentage of graduates who were ACF certified were not 
deemed to be important quality indicators. The salary finding may be due to respondents’ 
personal experience with low wages or the recognition that many graduates will be hired 
for low-wage entry-level jobs. Although the researcher’s database did not include 
information about the starting salaries of graduates. La Lopa et al. (2005) found that the 
mean annual starting salary for culinary graduates was $24,821. However, that study also 
included four-year degree programs, whose graduates may achieve higher starting 
salaries than those of associate degree programs.
The lack of perceived importance of ACF certification of program graduates may 
possibly be attributed to less than half of respondents holding professional certification.
In addition, many of those who are certified might have achieved that status later in their 
careers, (for example, to be ACF certified as an Executive Chef, one must have at least 
nine years experience at that level [ACF, 2005]) and therefore, may not believe 
certification is valuable in the early stages of a culinary graduate’s career. If culinary 
educators and industry chefs do not consider ACF certification to be important, the
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organization may have difficulties maintaining or increasing the number of chefs 
pursuing certification.
Significance of the Study 
This study sought to provide a comprehensive description of associate degree 
culinary arts programs in the United States, to develop standards for the curriculum of a 
quality program, and to identify characteristics that can be used to evaluate program 
quality. The following section describes how the study adds to the body of academic 
literature regarding quality assessment for institutions of higher education and how its 
results can be used by the stakeholders of associate degree culinary arts programs. 
Contribution to Academic Literature Regarding Quality Assessment
While conducting the original review of literature for this study, the researcher 
identified only two academic publications (Scarrow, 1981; Wollin & Gravas, 2002) 
specifically discussing associate degree culinary arts programs. During the survey stage. 
La Lopa, Xie, Cornwell, Sleeman, & Halterman (2005) published their study about the 
characteristics of culinary arts education. However, they investigated culinary arts 
schools oflFering credentials ranging from certificate programs to bachelor degrees, rather 
than only associate degrees. Scarrow (1981) was the only publication that reviewed the 
overall standards for developing quality programs, but it was written almost 25 years ago 
when there were only four associate degree culinary arts programs in existence.
Therefore, the researcher identified a gap in the academic literature and sought to provide 
insight about this narrowly defined type of higher education.
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For this study, the researcher applied qualitative and quantitative research techniques 
to evaluate a rapidly growing segment of higher education. The researcher asserts that she 
developed useful databases illustrating the current degree requirements and 
characteristics of associate degree culinary arts programs. The survey respondents 
provided invaluable opinions about the importance of teaching particular subjects and 
using particular characteristics to evaluate the quality of the programs. The researcher 
was able to analyze the results and assemble a recommended curriculum and list of 
quality indicators incorporating those opinions as well as the realities of how the 
programs are currently structured.
As discussed above, the study results in some ways coincided with, and in other ways 
conflicted with, the literature from all the areas reviewed, including general assessment 
theories, rankings and reputation, quality assessment of community colleges, for-profit 
institutions, and hospitality management programs and culinary arts education. The 
researcher believes the study showed that associate degree culinary arts programs are 
truly a hybrid form of higher education.
Culinary Educators
The revised recommended curriculum developed by the researcher balanced the 
opinions of the culinary educators and industry chefs regarding what subjects were 
important to offer to associate degree culinary arts students with the realities of the mean 
number o^ and types of credits required by, the majority of the culinary arts programs. 
Although the researcher does not advocate that it is appropriate for every culinary arts 
program to follow this curriculum exactly, it does provide a tool for culinary educators to 
use in evaluating their degree requirements. Educators whose programs must follow strict
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State or institutional requirements for higher numbers and specific types of general 
education courses may be able to use this study as justification for limiting those courses 
to those identified as very important; for example, requiring Spanish and Public Speaking 
to fulfill humanities requirements or Nutrition to satisfy a natural science requirement. 
Although Logic/Critical Thinking did not make it into the recommended curriculum, its 
mean importance rating of 3.52 and its relationship to the quality assessment literature 
suggests that programs should attempt to incorporate critical thinking concepts and 
applications into as many courses as possible.
Educators at the majority of programs that do not offer Saucier, Culinary Career 
Development -  Internship, International Cuisine, Buffets/Catering, Restaurant 
Management, and Classical Cuisine may want to add these courses to their professional 
course requirements. On the other hand, programs that offer students choices of a wide 
variety of elective classes or require management courses not considered important by the 
survey respondents may want to consider discontinuing some of those courses. In 
addition, culinary educators should also be aware that vague course names, such as Food 
Preparation, Food Technology, and Restaurant Cooking, can cause difficulty to 
educators, industry chefs, or students trying to compare degree requirements.
Culinary educators employed by schools that offer both culinary and more general 
foodservice management or hospitality degrees can use the results of this study to 
compare which courses should be a part of each program’s degree requirements. Also, 
now that a four^year degree is increasingly becoming necessary for executive level chefs 
and food and beverage management positions (Hegarty, 2004), culinary educators can
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compare the results of this study to the literature about hospitality management bachelor 
degree programs to determine the proper curriculum for each degree level.
The suggested list of characteristics that can be used as quality indicators provides 
culinary educators with information about what characteristics they should use to 
compare their program with other programs and which characteristics to focus their time 
and resources on. The list’s heavy emphasis on facilities characteristics implies that 
resources spent on sanitation and safety of kitchen laboratories and maintaining low 
student to station ratios would be well spent. Schools that have higher numbers of 
students per laboratory than the means reported in Table 35 might be able to use this 
study as justification to seek resources to expand their facilities.
The study results regarding the high importance of quality indicators regarding the 
experience of faculty indicate that instructors must have the proper balance of industry, 
subject, and teaching experience. Therefore, the researcher recommends that program 
administrators carefully evaluate their hiring standards, assignment of instructors to teach 
subjects in which they have industry related experience, procedures for training 
instructors, and faculty continuing education requirements. In addition, the inclusion of 
both the outcomes characteristics, such as percentage of graduates employed in the 
industry and percentage of students graduating and the related characteristics of the 
availability of student services to support those outcomes, suggests that culinary 
educators assess howto provide quality services in these areas.
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American Culinary Federation
The American Culinary Federation is the only organization that professionally 
accredits culinary arts programs. Almost 40% of the associate degree culinary arts 
programs included in this study hold ACF AC accreditation. The ACF can use this study 
to evaluate the appropriateness of its accreditation standards and required knowledge 
areas. The results showed that ACF AC accreditation was an important quality indicator, 
but was not as important as regional/national accreditation. ACF AC accreditation 
evaluates most of the characteristics considered important quality indicators for associate 
degree culinary arts programs, such as faculty qualifications and continuing education, 
sanitary and safe frcilities, student to kitchen station ratios, and graduation and placement 
rates. However, its required knowledge areas include the subjects of Dining Room 
Service and Introduction to Hospitality that the culinary educators and industry chefs 
surveyed judged as less important than subjects such as Saucier, International Cuisines, 
and Buffets/Catering. In addition, the respondents did not consider professional 
certification of faculty or ACF certification of graduates to be important quality 
indicators. The organization might consider using this study as a basis for conducting its 
own surveys or focus groups to evaluate carefully its accreditation requirements, the 
reasons why more culinary arts programs do not seek ACF AC accreditation, and the 
relevancy of its certification programs.
Foodservice Industry Employers
As discussed in Chapter 1, the number of foodservice industry employees is expected 
to increase to 14 million people by 2015, with at least a 16% increase from 2005 in the 
number of chefs and food preparation workers needed. Only 36% of industry employees
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have some type of college education (National Restaurant Association, 2005b). However, 
industry representatives have expressed the concern that foodservice managers will need 
more education and certification (National Restaurant Association, 1999). The 261 
associate degree culinary arts programs identified in this study represent a major source 
of educated culinary employees.
The largest industry publication. Nation’s Restaurant News, recently acknowledged 
the importance of understanding and evaluating these programs (Berta, 2005). The 
willingness of industry chefs to participate in this study indicates that they are truly 
concerned with the state of associate degree culinary arts education. These chefs and 
other foodservice managers who hire culinary program students and graduates can use the 
recommended curriculum to evaluate whether a school provides its students with training 
in the subjects identified as important. They can use the list of quality indicators to 
evaluate the overall quality of the programs.
In addition, this study has pointed out that industry chefs do not recognize the 
importance of external advisory boards. Since that characteristic is considered a quality 
indicator, perhaps this study will prompt employers to realize the value of becoming 
involved with local programs and serving on advisory boards so that they can make their 
opinions known and exert influence on the programs.
Potential Students and Families
Potential culinary arts students and their families can also use the revised 
recommended curriculum and list of quality indicators to compare programs. The 
researcher would like to use the results of this study to write a brief consumer’s guide to 
evaluating associate degree culinary arts programs and to publish the guide on the
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internet so that this important stakeholder group can be aware of its findings. This study 
has revealed that associate degree culinary arts programs are truly diverse in terms of the 
curriculum offered and program characteristics. The guidebooks and program websites 
currently available present basic information about the programs, but not instructions on 
how to evaluate their quality or their appropriateness for the particular student.
During the course of this study, the researcher became aware of a new website, 
CookingSchoolsCompared.com. The website provides information on program 
characteristics, such as placement rates, number of students, and student/teacher ratios. 
However, it rates only 40 schools, not all of which offer associate degrees. Also, although 
the website claims it surveyed 150 food editors and culinarians, it gives no other 
information about its ranking methodology fwww.CookingSchoolsCompared.com.
2006). The researcher believes that this study can provide potential students and their 
families with more comprehensive tools to evaluate associate degree culinary arts 
programs including knowing that the most important factors they should investigate are 
the qualifications of the faculty, the number of and types of kitchen laboratories, the 
number of students per kitchen station, opportunities for hands-on work, and whether the 
subjects required for the degree teach students the diverse cooking, menu development 
and costing, computer, business math, and writing skills needed to succeed in the culinary 
industry.
Suggestions for Further Research
This study represents a first step in describing and evaluating associate degree 
culinary arts programs. The high response rate to the survey and the enthusiastic
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comments of the participants indicate that future studies about culinary education would 
be positively received. The following are the researcher’s recommendations for future 
research that will address the delimitations and limitations of the study presented in 
Chapter 1 and advance the body of knowledge about culinary arts education.
Methods to Address the Delimitations and Limitations
To broaden the types of participants and make the responses representative of a larger 
number of types of stakeholders in culinary education, future research should study 
different populations. Future research could examine differences in opinions of chefs 
from different segments of the foodservice industry, such as casual and fine dining 
restaurants, restaurant chains, hotels, clubs, and on-site foodservices. In developing this 
study, the researcher had commitments from executives of three restaurant chains that 
they would be willing for their chefs and kitchen managers to participate in such studies. 
Chef members of organizations, such as the American Hotel and Lodging Association, 
Club Managers Association of America, and the Research Chefs Association, and chefs 
of large hotel chains, such as Hilton, Hyatt, or Four Seasons, would be ideal candidates 
for inclusion in future surveys.
The researcher also advocates surveying the very important stakeholder groups of 
students and recent graduates of the associate degree culinary arts programs. As a 
concluding step in the dissertation process and as promised in the survey letter, she sent a 
thank you letter and some of the most important tables from the dissertation to the 484 
survey participants who asked to receive the results of the survey. In the mailing, she 
included a self-addressed stamped postcard asking people if they are willing to participate 
in future studies, what type of survey format they would prefer and, if they are educators.
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would they be willing to administer surveys to students or provide contact information 
for alumni. The thank you letter and postcard are in Appendix F.
In order to avoid the statistical validity problems encountered due to the different 
sample sizes of the educators and chefs and to be able to perform an analysis of variance, 
if the researcher surveys different groups at one time she would use stratified random 
sampling techniques. She also plans on performing more in-depth analysis of each 
section of the subject and characteristics databases using more advanced statistical 
techniques. In particular, factor analysis would aid in determining which characteristics 
best measure each construct regarding categories of quality indicators. Regression 
analysis of the importance of the quality indicators could be performed as a first step in 
developing a ranking system for associate degree culinary arts programs.
To overcome the difficulties in assembling the subject and characteristics databases 
caused by using the guidebooks and websites which had inconsistent formats and did not 
provide information about many of the important characteristics, the researcher advocates 
performing more advanced forms of qualitative research. One method would be to 
perform in-depth case studies of a representative sample of types of schools and degree 
programs to investigate stakeholders’ opinions of the programs. Another method would 
be to perform content analysis of self-study and site visit reports performed for regional, 
national, or ACF AC accreditation. These documents contain the majority of the 
information not available in the guidebooks and websites, such as faculty continuing 
education practices, program and faculty evaluation procedures, student evaluations, and 
graduation and placement rates. Although the information is still self-reported 
information, at least it is verified by the site visits. The major drawback to this approach
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would be finding programs willing to provide the researcher with copies of the studies 
and reports.
Studies to Add to the Body o f Knowledge about Culinary Education
To further study the relationship between general quality assessment theories and 
quality evaluation for culinary arts programs, future research could specifically 
investigate whether associate degree programs fit Astin’s (1985) talent development 
model. Studies could also evaluate whether value-added assessment techniques (Ewell, 
2002: Hanson, 1988) can identify how the subjects taught and the characteristics of the 
culinary arts programs affect outcomes measures, such as scores on culinary tests, 
retention, graduation, and placement rates, and satisfaction of graduates. The Community 
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) asks students their opinions regarding 
active and collaborative learning, student effort, academic challenge, student-faculty 
interaction, and support for learners (McCleeny, 2004). This survey could be 
administered specifically to students in associate degree culinary arts programs to assess 
whether there are significant differences between those students and the entire population 
of community college students.
The potential student interested in a career in the foodservice industry has many 
educational options ranging fi*om certificate and diploma programs and apprenticeships to 
bachelor degrees in culinary arts or in closely related majors, such as foodservice or 
hospitality management. Research evaluating what employers expect fi-om graduates of 
these different types of programs and whether the type of degree affects the students’ 
entry-level and long-term career and salary opportunities and choices would show 
whether there are significant differences in the effectiveness of the different types of
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programs. The researcher would also like to perform longitudinal studies to evaluate the 
career progression of students from public versus private and for-profit institutions.
Future research could also replicate hospitality management education studies 
(Downey & Deveau, 1987, 1988; Rimmington, 1997) regarding the importance and 
structure of work experience and internship requirements. Another interesting topic 
would be the effect of the location of the school on providing experiential learning 
opportunities. For example, students in large cities have a much wider variety of 
employment choices and opportunities for participation in community events, field trips, 
and tradeshows. Future research could assess whether and how that affects students’ 
educational and career outcomes.
Conclusion
This study sought to describe associate degree culinary arts programs in the United 
States and to identify which of their characteristics can be used as indicators of program 
quality. The results showed that the typical program was part of a public institution of 
higher education, offered an Associate of Science or Associate of Applied Science degree 
in Culinary Arts, operated on a semester system, and required 67 credits to achieve the 
d%ree. The typical program meets the standards of a r^ional or national accrediting 
agency and has 187 students taught by 8 full-time and 6 part-time faculty members, 
approximately one-third of who are certified by professional organizations. The students 
can expect to pay around $10,000 in total tuition for the degree and to share each kitchen 
laboratory with 15 other students.
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Over 75% of the associate degree culinary arts programs required their students to 
take Basic Cooking/ Hot Foods Laboratory, Foodservice Sanitation and Safety, Cooking 
Principles-Lecture, Advanced Cookery, Introduction to Baking, Nutrition, Garde Manger, 
and English Composition. Based on the opinions of the culinary educators and industry 
chefs regarding the subjects areas they considered very important for students to leam in 
order to succeed in entry level culinary jobs and the realities of institutional and 
accreditation requirements, the researcher constructed a recommended curriculum for 
associate degree culinary arts programs requiring 49 semester credits of professional 
courses and 18 semester credits of general education courses. In addition to the courses 
listed above, students enrolled in programs following the recommended curriculum 
would take such courses as Saucier, Menu Development and Cost Control, Classical 
Cuisine, Business Math, Public Speaking, and Spanish. In addition, they would be 
required to obtain practical work experience and to perform an internship in a foodservice 
establishment (see Table 38).
As derived from the mean importance ratings assigned by culinary educators and 
chefs, the most important quality indicators for associate degree culinary arts programs 
are sanitation and safety of the facilities, industry and teaching experience of the faculty, 
percentage of graduates employed in the field, student to kitchen station ratio. The type of 
ownership of the school, gender and ethnic diversity of students and faculty, and the 
number of students per instructor in lecture classes were deemed the least important 
quality indicators. There were statistically significant differences in the opinions of 
culinary educators and industry chefs as to the importance ratings of the subjects and
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these quality differences, but these differences did not have practical significance in 
determining the recommended curriculum and list of quality indicators.
Although the survey showed these characteristics and curriculum degree requirements 
to be the most prevalent, when evaluating the data the researcher found that the ranges for 
many of the variables were quite large and the standard deviations high. The potential 
student of an associate degree culinary arts program or enqiloyer of its graduates will find 
that some schools are quite different from this typical program. They will have to 
carefully compare each program to determine in what ways it is similar and different 
from this “average” associate degree culinary school, whether it has the characteristics 
used to indicate quality, and if it will provide the appropriate education to fit their needs.
This study found that associate degree culinary arts programs truly are a unique form 
of higher education. The list of characteristics that can be used to evaluate their quality 
does not coincide neatly with the theories of quality assessment of any of the specific 
types of higher education described in academic literature. The researcher concludes that 
various types of further research could be conducted to more thoroughly understand and 
to assess the quality of associate degree culinary arts programs.
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APPENDIX A
AMERICAN CULINARY FEDERATION ACCREDITING COMMISSION
PROGRAM STANDARDS (2003)
Table A1
Organization and Administration and Faculty and Staff
AREA STANDARD
Organization and 
Administration
Faculty
There is a written organizational chart and job descriptions for 
all faculty and staff.
The program must have an advisory committee, consisting of 
industry, education, public, and student representatives, to 
make curriculum and program recommendations as needed. 
There is evidence of financial support for the program.
The faculty are adequate in number to implement the program. 
Faculty should have professional experience relevant to their 
areas of responsibility.
At least 50% of the fiill-time equivalent faculty teaching 
technical classes must have credentials equal to ACF 
certification at the chef level.
Faculty must participate in continuing education.
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Table A2
Curriculum and Facilities
AREA STANDARD
Curriculum The curriculum implements the program mission goals and
objectives. Opportunities are provided to strengthen students’ 
competence in communications, critical thinking, problem 
solving, leadership and human relations skills.
Courses are sequenced for progressive development of skills. 
Students are informed of their progress in classes. 
Kitchen/laboratory experiences reflect high standards of 
professional practice.
The curriculum uses a variety of instructional techniques and 
media.
Facilities Facilities and equipment are adequate for the needs of the
program, are maintained in a safe and sanitary condition, and 
meet all state and federal codes.
There is a resource center with adequate materials to support 
the program.
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Table A3
Student Services and Program Assessment
AREA STANDARD
Student Services Admissions requirements must be clearly stated and pre­
admissions tests and evaluations must be appropriate.
There is a documented method for improving retention.
All program materials must be accurate and publicly available. 
Services for placement, professional counseling, and guidance 
are available.
Program Assessment There is an on-going system to assess the effectiveness of the
program.
There is an on-going system to assess faculty performance. 
There is an on-going system to assess the validity of the 
curriculum.
There is an on-going system to assess placement, retention, 
and educational achievements of the students.
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APPENDIX B
LIST OF ASSOCIATE DEGREE CULINARY ARTS PROGRAMS
NAME TYPE
Alabama
CULINARD-The Culinary Institute For-profit
James H. Faulkner State Community College Public
Jefferson State Community College Public
Trenholm State Technical College Public
Wallace State Community College Public
Ozarka College Public
Alaska
University of Alaska - Fairbanks 
University of Alaska - Anchorage
Public
Public
Arizona
Central Arizona College 
Cochise College 
Mesa State College 
Phoenix College 
Pima Community College 
Scottsdale Community College 
Scottsdale Culinary Institute 
The Art Institute of Phoenix
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
For-profit
For-profit
California
American River College
Cabrillo College
California Culinary Academy
California School of Culinary Arts
Chaffey College
City College of San Francisco
Columbia College
Contra Costa College
Del Mar College
Public
Public
For-profit
For-profit
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
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California, continued
Diablo Valley Community College Public
Grossmont College Public
Lake Tahoe Community College Public
Laney College Public
Long Beach City College Public
Los Angeles Mission College Public
Los Angeles Trade-Technical College Public
Modesto Junior College Public
Oakland Community College Public
Orange Coast College Public
Orange Coast Community College Public
Oxnard College Public
Riverside Community College Public
Saddleback College Public
San Joaquin Delta College Public
Santa Barbara City College Public
Shasta College Public
The Art Institute of California - Los Angeles For-profit
The Art Institute of California - Orange County For-profit 
The Art Institute of California - San Francisco For-profit
Colorado
Colorado Mountain College 
Johnson & Wales - Colorado 
Pikes Peak Community College 
The Art Institute of Colorado
Public
Private
Public
For-profit
Delaware
Delaware Technical and Community College Public
Florida
Capital Culinary Institute of Reiser College For-profit
Cypress College Public
Daytona Beach Community College Public
Florida Culinary Institute For-profit
Gulf Coast Community College Public
Hillsborough Community College Public
Indian River Community College Public
Institute of the South for Hospitality Public
Johnson & Wales University-North Miami Private
Orlando Culinary Academy - Le Cordon Bleu For-profit
Pensacola Junior College Public
The Art Institute of Fort Lauderdale For-profit
Valencia Community College Public
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Georgia
Chattahoochee Technical College 
Le Cordon Bleu Culinary Arts - Atlanta 
North Georgia Technical College 
Savannah Technical College 
Georgia, continued 
The Art Institute of Atlanta
Public
For-profit
Public
Public
For-profit
Hawaii
Culinary Institute of the Pacific 
Kapi'Olani Community College 
Kauai Community College 
Maui Community College
Public
Public
Public
Public
Iowa
Des Moines Area Community College Public
Indian Hills Community College Public
Iowa Western Community College Public
Kirkwood Community College Public
Idaho
Boise State University Public
College of Southern Idaho Public
Idaho State University Public
Illinois
College Lake County Public
College of DuPage Public
Cooking and Hospitality Institute - Chicago Private
Elgin Community College Public
Joliet Junior College Public
Kendall College Private
Morraine Valley Community College Public
Rend Lake College Public
Robert Morris College - Aurora Private
Robert Morris College - Chicago Private
Southwestern Illinois College Public
The Illinois Institute of Art For-profit
Triton College Public
Washbume Culinary Institute Public
Indiana
Ivy Tech - South Bend - Indianapolis Public
Ivy Tech State College-Northwest Public
Ivy Tech State College Central Public
Vincennes University Public
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Kansas
Johnson County Community College 
Kentucky
Bowling Green Technical College 
Jefferson Community College 
Sullivan University 
Western Kentucky Technical College
Louisiana
Delgado Community College 
Elaine P. Nunez Community College 
Nicholls State University
Maine
Eastern Maine Technical College 
Southern Maine Community College 
York County Community College
Maryland
Allegany College of Maryland 
Anne Anmdel Community College 
Baltimore International College
Massachusetts
Berkshire Community College 
Bristol Community College 
Bunker Hill Community College 
Massasoit Community College 
Newbury College 
North Shore Community College
Michigan
Baker College Culinary Arts 
Grand Rapids Community College 
Hibbing Community College 
Macomb Community College 
Monroe County Community College 
Mott Community College 
Northwestern Michigan College 
Schoolcraft College 
Washtenaw Community College
Public
Public
Public
For-profit
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Private
Public
Public
Public
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
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Minnesota
Brown College
Hennepin Technical College
Saint Paul College
South Central Technical College
The Art Institutes International - Minnesota
Waukesha County Technical College
Mississippi
Hinds Community College
For-profit
Public
Public
Public
For-profit
Public
Public
Missouri
East Central College Public
Ozarks Technical Community College Public
St. Louis Community College Public
North Carolina
Alamance Community College Public
Asheville-Buncombe Technical College Public
Central Piedmont Community College Public
Guilford Technical Community College Public
Johnson & Wales University - Charlotte Private
Sandhills Community College Public
Southwestern Community College Public
The Art Institute of Charlotte For-profit
Wake Technical Community College Public
Wilkes Community College Public
Nebraska
Central Community College-Hastings Public
Metropolitan Community College Public
Southeast Community College Public
Nevada
Community College of Southern Nevada Public
Le Cordon Bleu Culinary Arts - Las Vegas For-profit
The Art Institute of Las Vegas For-profit
Truckee Meadows Community College Public
New Hampshire
New Hampshire Community Technical College Public 
Southern New Hampshire University Private
The Balsams Culinary Apprenticeship For-profit
Atlantic Cape Community College Public
Cape Fear Community College Public
Culinary Educational Center of Monmouth Public
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New Hampshire, continued
Hudson County Community College Public
Middlesex County College Public
New Jersey
Atlantic Culinary Academy For-profit
New Mexico
Albuquerque Technical Vocational College Public
Pueblo Community College Public
Santa Fe Community College Public
Southwestern Indian Polytechnic Institute Public
New York
Jefferson Community College Public
Mohawk Valley Community College Public
Monroe Community College Public
New York Institute of Technology Private
Niagara County Community College Public
Paul Smith's College of Arts and Science Private
Schenectady County Community College Public
State University o f New York - Alfi-ed Public
State University of New Y ork -  Cobleskill Public
State University of New York - Delhi Public
Suffolk County Community College Public
Sullivan County Community College Public
The Art Institute of New York For-profit
The Culinary Institute of America Private
North Dakota
North Dakota State College of Technology Public
Ohio
Cincinnati Technical and Community College Public
Columbus State Community College Public
Cuyahoga Community College Public
Hocking College Public
Sinclair Community College Public
The University of Akron Public
Zane State College Public
Oklahoma
Oklahoma State University Public
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Oregon
Lane Community College Public
Linn-Benton Community College Public
Oregon Coast Culinary Institute Public
Western Culinary Institute For-profit
Pennsylvania
Bucks County Community College Public
Commonwealth Technical Institute Private
Community College of Allegheny -  Monroeville Public
Community College of Allegheny - Pittsburgh Public
Community College of Beaver County Public
Community College of Philadelphia Public
Erie Community College, City Campus Public
Erie Community College, North Public
JNA Institute of Culinary Arts For-profit
Lehigh Carbon Community College Public
Northampton County Area Community College Public 
Peimsylvania College of Technology Public
Peimsylvania Culinary Institute For-profit
The Art Institute of Philadelphia For-profit
The Art Institute of Pittsburg For-profit
The Restaurant School at Walnut Hill For-profit
Westmoreland County Community Public
York Technical Institute Private
Yorktowne Business Institute For-profit
Rhode Island
Johnson & Wales University Private
Tennessee
Horry-Georgetown Technical College Public
Trident Technical College Public
Nashville State Technical Community College Public
Walters State Community College Public
Texas
Austin Community College 
Collin County Community College 
El Centro College 
El Paso Community College 
Galveston College 
Odessa College
San Jacinto College - Central Campus 
San Jacinto College North 
South Texas Community College
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
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Texas, continued 
St. Philip's College 
Texas Culinary Academy 
Texas State Technical College 
The Art Institute of Dallas 
The Art Institute of Houston
Utah
Salt Lake Community College 
Utah Valley State College
Virginia
J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College 
Stratford University 
The Art Institute of Washington 
Tidewater Community College 
Virginia Intermont College
Vermont
New England Culinary Institute 
Washington
Bates Technical College 
Bellingham Technical College 
Clark College
Edmonds Community College 
Lake Washington Technical College 
North Seattle Community College 
Olympic College
Seattle Central Community College 
Skagit Valley College 
Spokane Community College 
The Art Institute of Seattle
Wisconsin
Blackhawk Technical College 
Fox Valley Technical College 
Gateway Technical College 
Madison Area Technical College 
Milwaukee Area Technical College 
Moraine Park Technical College 
Nicolet Area Technical College 
Southwest Wisconsin Technical
Public
For-profit
Public
For-profit
For-profit
Public
Public
Public
Private
For-profit
Public
Private
For-profit
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
For-profit
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
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West Virginia
Mountain State University Private
Shepherd College Public
West Virginia Northern Community College Public
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APPENDIX C 
LETTERS AND SURVEYS
Pre-Letter
September 28, 2005
Name (from mail merge)
Address (from mail merge)
Dear (mail merge name)
A few days from now you will receive a request by mail to complete a brief questionnaire 
for an important study being conducted by the University of Nevada, Las Vegas. Your 
name was selected for this survey because you are the head of an associate degree 
program and/or an active chef member of the American Culinary Federation. I am writing 
in advance because many people like to know ahead of time that they will be contacted.
The project seeks to identify the characteristics of and quality indicators for associate 
degree culinary arts programs. It is a significant study that will help culinary educators, 
industry chefs and managers, and the American Culinary Federation know what classes 
and what program characteristics are most important in providing quality education and 
training for the future cooks and managers of the foodservice industry.
Thank you for your time and consideration. It is only with the assistance of people like 
you that this research can be successful. I look forward to receiving your survey response.
Sincerely,
Chef Jean L. Hertzman, CCE
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Industry Cover Letter
Dear (Name from mail merge),
I am writing to ask for your help in a research project about culinary arts 
education. As a Ph D. student in the Educational Leadership program at the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas, I am investigating how associate degree culinary arts programs train 
students for careers in the foodservice industry. My research focuses on developing a 
database of the characteristics of associate degree programs in culinary arts and 
determining which of these characteristics can be used to judge the quality and 
effectiveness of these programs.
As a chef or culinary manager, you have invaluable opinions about the technical 
and supervisory knowledge and skills necessary to be an effective culinary manager. I 
would appreciate your participating in this study by completing the following brief 
survey. By participating, you will receive an increased understanding of the various 
curriculum and quality issues faced by culinary programs. I hope that the results of the 
study will benefit you and the foodservice industry by providing a method to evaluate the 
role associate degree programs have in training and recruiting friture cooks and managers 
and by providing a basis for the schools to evaluate and improve their programs. To thank 
you for participating, I will send you a copy of the results of the research.
Your participation in this study is voluntary. There are risks involved in all 
research studies. For this study, the risks are minimal. If you become uncomfortable 
answering some of the questions or would like to ask questions about the survey, you 
may contact me at 702-895-3866 or atjhertzman@ccmail.nevada.edu. You may adso 
discontinue filling out the survey at any time. For questions regarding the rights of 
research subjects, you may contact the UNLV Office for the Protection of Research 
Subjects at 702-895-2794.
All information gathered in this study will be treated anonymously. The signature 
page will be separated from the survey before the data are evaluated. No reference will 
be made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study. All records will be 
stored in a locked facility at UNLV for at least 3 years after completion of the study and 
will be shredded at the end of that time period.
Thank you for your time in contributing to this project. Please return the signed 
consent form and the survey to me in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. If 
you would like to receive a copy of the results, please indicate so underneath your 
signature
Sincerely,
Chef Jean L. Hertzman CCE
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Participant Consent:
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. I am 
at least 18 years of age. A copy of this form has been given to me.
Please Print Name
Signature of Participant Date
Name of Establishment
Address of Establishment
City, State, and Zip Code
Yes, I would like to receive a copy of the study results 
No, I do not want to receive a copy of the study results
Participant Note: Please do not sign this document if  the Approval Stamp is missing or 
is erqfired.
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Educator Cover Letter 
Dear (Name from mail merge),
I am writing to ask for your help in a research project about culinary arts 
education. I believe that research about culinary arts education can provide a knowledge 
base for evaluating and improving our programs. As a Ph.D. student in the Educational 
Leadership program at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, I am developing a database 
of the characteristics of associate degree programs in culinary arts and identifying which 
of these characteristics can be used to judge the quality and effectiveness of these 
programs. In addition to publishing my dissertation, I hope to present the results in a 
variety of hospitality publications and conference seminars.
As a culinary educator, you have invaluable knowledge and opinions about the 
state of culinary arts education. I would appreciate your participating in this study by 
completing the following brief survey. A benefit of your involvement is you will gain an 
increased understanding of the various curriculum and quality issues faced by culinary 
programs. I hope that the results of the study will help you to evaluate the characteristics 
and quality of associate degree programs and compare your program to others. To thank 
you for participating, I will send you a copy of the survey results.
Your participation in this study is voluntary. There are risks involved in all 
research studies. For this study, the risks are minimal. If you become uncomfortable 
answering some of the questions or would like to ask questions about the survey, you 
may contact me at 702-895-3866 orjhertzman@ccmail.nevada.edu. You may also 
discontinue filling out the survey at any time. For questions regarding the rights of 
research subjects, you may contact the UNLV Office for the Protection of Research 
Subjects at 702-895-2794.
All information gathered in this study will be treated anonymously. The signature 
page will be separated from the survey when the data are evaluated. No reference will be 
made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study. All records will be 
stored in a locked facility at UNLV for at least 3 years after completion of the study and 
will be shredded at the end of that time period.
Thank you for your time in contributing to this project. Please return the signed 
consent form and the survey to me in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. 
Please also include a copy of your degree worksheet showing all the classes you require 
for the associate degree, including general education classes. If you would like to receive 
a copy of the results, please indicate so underneath your signature
Sincerely,
Chef Jean L. Hertzman CCE
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Participant Consent:
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. I am 
at least 18 years of age. A copy of this form has been given to me.
Please Print Name
Signature of Participant Date
Name of School
Address of Establishment
City, State, and Zip Code
Yes, I would like to receive a copy of the study results 
No, I do not want to receive a copy of the study results
Participant Note: Please do not sign this document if  the Approval Stamp is missing or 
is expired.
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SURVEY ABOUT THE IMPORTANCE OF SUBJECTS 
TAUGHT AND CHARACTERISTICS OF ASSOCIATE 
DEGREE CULINARY ARTS PROGRAMS
Please read the cover letter and sign the consent form before beginning this survey. 
Please return the survey and the consent form in the enclosed self-addressed stamped 
envelope. If you have any questions or concerns about filling out this questionnaire, 
please contact Chef Jean Hertzman at 702-895-3866 or jhertzman@,ccmail. nevada.edu
Thank you very much for your participation.
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SECTION ONE -  SUBJECT AREAS
Directions
On the following pages you will find a list of 27 professional and 20 
general subjects that may be taught in associate degree culinary arts programs. 
Please rate the importance of including each subject in the curriculum. Please rate 
them on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 meaning not important, 2 -  slightly important, 3 
-  moderately important, 4 -  very important, and 5 - extremely important. In your 
rating, consider whether the subject teaches skills and knowledge necessary for a 
culinary school graduate to succeed as a cook or in an entry-level management 
position in the culinary industry, such as line supervisor, sous chef  ̂banquet chef, 
or kitchen manager. Please circle the appropriate number for your rating.
PROFESSIONAL COURSES
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely 
Important Important
1. Culinary Principles -Lecture 1 2 3 4 5
2. Basic Cooking/ Hot Foods - Lab 1 2 3 4 5
3. Advanced Cookery 1 2 3 4 5
4. Classical Cuisine 1 2 3 4 5
5. International Cuisine 1 2 3 4 5
6. Garde Manger 1 2 3 4 5
7. Saucier 1 2 3 4 5
8. Introductory Baking I 2 3 4 5
9. Advanced Baking & Classical Pastry I 2 3 4 5
10. Buffets/Catering I 2 3 4 5
11. Foodservice Sanitation and Safety 1 2 3 4 5
12. Nutrition 1 2 3 4 5
13. Food Science 1 2 3 4 5
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Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely
Important Important
14. Foodservice Purchasing 1 2 3 4 5
15. Food and Beverage Cost Control 1 2 3 4 5
16. Financial Accounting 1 2 3 4 5
17. Introduction to Hospitality 1 2 3 4 5
18. Dining Room Service 1 2 3 4 5
19. Restaurant Management 1 2 3 4 5
20. Bar Management 1 2 3 4 5
21. Wines and Spirits 1 2 3 4 5
22. Human Resource Management 1 2 3 4 5
23. Hospitality Law 1 2 3 4 5
24. Hospitality Marketing 1 2 3 4 5
25. Foodservice Facilities Planning 1 2 3 4 5
26. Menu Development 1 2 3 4 5
27. Culinary Career Development 1 2 3 4 5
GENERAL COURSES
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely 
Important Important
1. Computer Concepts
2. Business Math
3. College Algebra
4. Statistics
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
5
224
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely
Important Important
5. Principles of Economics 2 3 4 5
6. English Composition 2 3 4 5
7. Business Writing 2 3 4 5
8. Public Speaking 2 3 4 5
9. General Biology 2 3 4 5
10. General Chemistry 2 3 4 5
11. History 2 3 4 5
12. Geography 2 3 4 5
13. Introduction to Political Science 2 3 4 5
14. Introduction to Psychology 2 3 4 5
15. Introduction to Sociology 2 3 4 5
16. Logic/Critical Thinking 2 3 4 5
17. Art Appreciation 2 3 4 5
18. Music Appreciation 2 3 4 5
19. Spanish 2 3 4 5
20. Other Foreign Language 2 3 4 5
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SECTION TWO - QUALITY INDICATORS
Directions
On the next pages you will find a list of characteristics of associate degree 
culinary arts programs. Please rate the importance of each characteristic in evaluating the 
quality of the program. In thinking about the characteristics, consider if each is a factor 
you would consider when deciding whether to recommend the program to potential 
culinary students, whether to employ its students or graduates, or whether to participate 
in programs with the school or in making an overall judgment as to whether the program 
is “good” or “bad”. Please rate each characteristic on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 meaning 
not important, 2 -  slightly important, 3 -  moderately important, 4 -  very important, and 5 
- extremely important. Please circle the appropriate number for your rating.
RESOURCES
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely
Important Important
1. Number of Students I 2 3 4 5
2. Tuition and Fees Charged 1 2 3 4 5
3. Amount of Financial Aid to Students I 2 3 4 5
4. Size of Library/Resource Center 1 2 3 4 5
5. Number of Computers for Student Use 1 2 3 4 5
FACULTY
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely 
Important Important
1. Total Number of Faculty I 2 3 4 5
2. Ratio of Full-time to Part-time Faculty 1 2 3 4 5
3. Industry Experience of Faculty 1 2 3 4 5
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Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely
Important Important
4. Faculty Experience in Subject Taught 1 2 3 4 5
5. Teaching Experience of Faculty 1 2 3 4 5
6. Number of Professionally Certified Faculty 1 2 , 3  4 5
(such as American Culinary Federation (ACF) certification. Certified Hospitality 
Educator, Certified Food and Beverage Executive)
7. Low Number of Students per Instructor 1 2 3 4 5
in Lab Classes
8. Low Number of Students per Instructor 1 2 3 4 5
in Lecture Classes
9. Faculty Participation 1 2 3 4 5
in Continuing Education
(Such as classes, seminars, conventions, competitions, research)
10. Ethnic Diversity of Faculty 1 2 3 4 5
11. Gender Diversity of Faculty 1 2 3 4 5
STUDENTS
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely 
Important Important
1. Industry Experience Prior to Enrollment 1 2 3 4 5
2. Selective Admissions Procedures 1 2 3 4 5
(For example. Required high school diploma, essay, test scores and/or letters of 
reference)
3. Ethnic Diversity of Student Body 1 2 3 4 5
4. Gender Diversity of Student Body 1 2 3 4 5
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STUDENT SERVICES
Important
Availability of Career Placement Services 
Availability of Academic Advising 
Availability of Personal Counseling 
Availability of Student Housing
1.
2 .
3.
4.
5.
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely
Important
Policies and Procedures for Keeping 
Students in School and Helping Them Graduate
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
5
5
STUDENT LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6 .
7.
8 .
Important
Opportunities for Group Work in Classes
Interaction with Faculty Outside of Class
Interaction with Peers Outside of Class
Opportunities to Participate in 
Culinary Competitions
Opportunities to Participate in School/ 
Community Events
Percentage of Students Who Join the 
American Culinary Federation (ACF)
Required Internship/Externship
Required Work Experience
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely
Important
2
2
2
3
3
3
4 5
4 5
4 5
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OUTCOMES
Importai!
Percentage of Students Completing Degree1.
2 .
3.
4.
5.
Not Slightly Moderate Very Extremely
Important
Percentage of Graduates Employed 
in Field
Average Starting Salary of Graduates
Percentage of Graduates ACF Certified
Percentage of Graduates Pursuing 
Advanced Training
2
2
3
3
4
4
5
5
1.
SECTION THREE -  COMMENTS 
Please answer the following questions in your own words.
Are there subject areas not listed in Section One that associate degree culinary 
programs should require for graduation?
2. Are there any other characteristics of associate degree culinary programs that you
believe are important to use in evaluating the quality of the programs?
3. Do you have any other comments about this survey?
4. Do you have any suggestions for fiiture research about culinary education?
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SECTION FOUR - DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS FOR EDUCATORS 
Please indicate your answer in the appropriate space
1. Type of School  Public  Private  For-Profit
2. Number of Students in Culinary Program _______________
3. Is Your Associate Degree Program ACF Accredited? Yes  No
4. Your Gender  Male  Female
5. Your Job Title ______________________________
6. Your Total Years of Foodservice Industry Experience ______
7. Your Total Years of Teaching Experience ______
8. Your Level of Education  High School
 Some College
 Certificate or Diploma
 Culinary or Hospitality Associate Degree
 Other Associate Degree
 Culinary or Hospitality Bachelor Degree
 Other Bachelor Degree
 Masters Degree
 PhD.
8. Are You Professionally Certified? ACF, please specify level
Other, please specify
No
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SECTION FOUR - DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS FOR INDUSTRY
Please indicate your answer in the appropriate space
1. Segment of Foodservice Industry in Which You Are Currently Employed
Fine Dining Restaurant 
Casual Dining Restaurant 
Quick Service Restaurant 
Hotel 
; Club 
On-Site Foodservice 
Catering
Other, please specify
Resort/Casino
Healthcare
Retirement/Assisted Living 
Education
Supplier/Manu&cturer 
Multiple Segments
2. Number of Culinary Employees at Your Establishment
3. Your Gender  Male
4. Your Job Title ___________
Female
5. Your Total Years of Foodservice Industry Experience
6. Your Total Years as Supervisor/Manager
7. Your Level of Education
8. Are You Professionally Certified?
High School 
. Some College 
Certificate or Diploma 
Culinary or Hospitality Associate Degree 
Other Associate Degree 
. Culinary or Hospitality Bachelor Degree 
Other Bachelor Degree 
Masters Degree 
PhD
 ACF, please specify level______
 Other, please specify
No
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Follow-up Postcard
UNTV
■wtwt. inau Mttntw 
IHIMIIIIfi IHNIIWII
Last week you were sent a survey seeking your opinions about the inq>ortance of 
specific subjects taught in and factors indicating Âe quality of associate degree 
culinary arts programs. Your name was selected because you are the head of a 
program and/or an active chef member of the American Culinary Federation.
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, please accept my 
sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. I am very grateful for your help on this 
important project.
If you did not receive a survey, or if it was misplaced, please call me at 702-895- 
3866 or e-mail me at ihertzman@ccmail.nevada.edu and I will get another one in 
the mail to you today.
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Second Survey Letter 
November 10, 2005 
Dear
A few weeks ago I sent you a survey that asked for your opinions about the 
characteristics of and quality indicators for associate degree culinary arts programs. To 
the best of my knowledge, it has not yet been returned. If you have already completed the 
survey, please accept my apologies for sending this second survey.
The data from the people who have already responded have shown a wide variety of 
opinions. The results of analyzing this data will help culinary educators and industry 
chefs and managers know what classes and what program characteristics are most 
important in providing quality education and training for the future cooks and managers 
of the foodservice industry.
I am writing again because your opinions are extremely important in obtaining accurate 
results for the study. It is only by receiving responses from nearly everyone that was sent 
the survey that I can assure that the results are truly representative of culinary educators 
and industry chefs and managers.
Your participation in this study is voluntary. The risks involved with this study are 
minimal. If you become uncomfortable answering some of the questions or would like to 
ask questions about the survey, you may contact me at 702-895-3866 or by e-mail at 
jhertzman@ccmail.nevada.edu. For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, 
you may contact the UNLV Office for the Protection of Research Subjects at 702-895- 
2794.
Please be assured that your responses to the survey questions are totally anonymous. The 
signature page will be separated from the survey when the data are evaluated. No 
reference will be made in written or oral materials that could link you to this study. All 
records will be stored in a locked facility at UNLV for at least 3 years after completion of 
the study and will be shredded at the end of that time period.
Please return the signed consent form and the survey to me in the enclosed self-addressed 
stamped envelope. If you do not wish to complete the survey, please let me know by 
returning a note or the blank questionnaire in the envelope. Thank you for your time and 
consideration. It is only with the assistance of people like you that this research can be 
successful. I look forward to receiving your survey response.
Sincerely,
Chef Jean L. Hertzman, CCE
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APPENDIX D 
LETTER TO EXPERTS AND LIST OF EXPERTS
Dear
Thank you for agreeing to serve as an expert reviewer for my Ph.D. dissertation 
survey. Your assistance in this process will help me to ensure the reliability, validity, and 
usefulness of the questionnaire. The attached cover letter explains a little more about the 
study and its purpose. As a reviewer, I am asking you to do the following:
I. Read the cover letter and make suggestions for improving it. Please correct any 
spelling or grammatical errors you may find. I know it is very wordy, but it has to include 
a lot of the information about the risks, confidentiality, etc. in order to be approved by 
our Institutional Review Board. Also, make suggestions for anything you think I could 
add to the letter to make people want to take the time to fill out the survey.
2.. Take the survey and answer the following questions:
A. How much time did it take you to answer the survey?
B. Did you understand the instructions? Do you have suggestions for improving 
the instructions?
C. Do you understand the wording of the questions? Are there specific questions 
you did not understand? Do you think I need to include a glossary of terms to 
explain some of the items?
D. Does the order of the sections and questions seemed appropriate?
E. Do you feel that the subject areas and quality indicators listed are applicable 
to evaluating associate degree culinary arts programs?
F. Are there other subject areas or quality indicators that you think should be 
added to the list?
G. Do you have any other comments or suggestions regarding the survey?
Please send the survey and your comments back to me by fax, 702-895-4871 or by mail 
to Chef Jean Hertzman, Food and Beverage Mgmt. Department, UNLV, 4505 Maryland 
Pkwy., Las Vegas, NV 89154-6022 by June 15, 2005.
Thank you so much for your assistance in making my dissertation project a study 
that will be valuable to culinary educators and the foodservice industry.
Sincerely,
Chef Jean Hertzman, CCE
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List of Expert Reviewers
NAME TITLE COMPANY/LOCATION
Chef Claude Lambertz Culinary Program Director UNLV, Las Vegas
Chef John Metcalfe Culinary Program Director CCSN, Las Vegas
Chef Heinz Lauer Lead Chef Instructor Le Cordon Bleu, Las Vegas
Chef Mark Barnard Instructor UNLV, Las Vegas
ChefRaimund
Hofmeister Culinary Program Director Culinary Institute of Las Vegas
Sullivan University
Chef Thomas Hickey Culinary Program Director Louisville, KY
Chef Chris Johns Director of Food Southcoast Casino, Las Vegas
Barbary Coast Hotel & Casino,
Chef Terry Henderson Executive Chef Las Vegas
Chef Van Atkins Corporate Chef Custom Foods, Las Vegas
Owl Creek Country Club
Chef Mark Brighty Executive Chef Louisville, KY
ChefJune BP -  Naperville
Schroenhamer Executive Chef Naperville, IL
American Culinary Federation
Ms. Candice Childers Accreditation Manager St. Augustine, FL
Ms. Shari Lauter Owner Maestra Marketing Research
Cinciimati, OH
235
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX E
PILOT STUDY RESULTS
Table El
Importance Ratings for Professional Subjects -  Means 4.00 or above
Course Mean SD Variance
Foodservice Sanitation 4.88 .391 .153
Culinary Principles 4.63 .536 .287
Nutrition 4.35 .813 .661
*Introduction To Hot Food 4.33 .715 .511
Food and Beverage Cost Control 4.23 .841 .707
Purchasing 4.16 .754 .568
""Introduction To Baking 4.14 .804 .647
* Saucier 4.09 .718 .515
"“Classical Cuisine 4.07 .737 .543
"“Advanced Cooking 4.05 .785 .617
"“Garde Manger 4.00 .655 .429
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Table E2
Importance Ratings for Professional Subjects -  Means Below 4.00
Course Mean
Standard
Deviation Variance
*Buffets/Catering 3.95 .688 .474
Restaurant Management. 3.93 .799 .638
"“International Cuisine 3.86 .710 .504
Human Resource Management 3.86 1.037 1.075
Dining Room Service 3.81 .880 .774
Financial Accounting 3.79 .914 .836
Hospitality Law 3.67 1.149 1.320
Introduction to Hospitality 3.58 .932 .868
Food Science 3.56 .854 .729
Hospitality Marketing 3.49 1.077 1.I6I
"“Advanced Baking 3.49 .827 .684
Foodservice Facilities Planning 3.44 .934 .872
Wines and Spirits 3.28 .826 .682
Bar Management 3.23 1.043 1.087
Note: * Indicates hands-on, laboratory course
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Table E3
Importance Ratings of General Education Courses -  Means 3.0 or above
Course Mean
Standard
Deviation Variance
Computer Concepts 4.26 .759 .576
Business Math 4.23 .782 .611
Public Speaking 3.74 .848 .719
English Composition 3.72 .934 .873
Logic/Critical Thinking 3.63 1.070 1.144
Business Writing 3.60 .877 .769
Spanish 3.51 1.279 1.637
Principles of Economics 3.02 .938 .880
Other Foreign Language 3.00 1.134 1.286
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Table E4
Importance Ratings of General Education Courses -  Means Below 3.0
Course Mean
Standard
Deviation Variance
Statistics 2.91 .781 .610
Introduction to Psychology 2.74 1.026 1.05
Art Appreciation 2.72 1.054 1.11
Introduction to Sociology 2.70 .939 .883
History 2.67 .919 .844
College Algebra 2.65 .870 .756
Geography 2.60 .877 .769
General Biology 2.58 .906 .821
General Chemistry 2.56 .881 .776
Music ^preciation 2.30 1.059 1.121
Introduction to Political Science 2.28 .766 .587
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Table E5
The Ten Most Important School/Program Characteristics for Evaluating Quality
Characteristic Mean Standard.
Deviation
Variance
* Sanitation of Labs 4.79 .412 .169
* Industry Experience of Faculty 4.47 .767 .588
Subject Experience of Faculty 4.42 .794 .630
*Placement Rates 4.40 .660 .435
Number of Certified Faculty 4.37 .787 .620
♦Availability of Academic
Advising 4.35 .720 .518
Availability of Career Placement 4.33 .680 .463
Faculty Continuing Education 4.30 .773 .597
♦Required Internship 4.26 1.002 1.004
♦Program Evaluation Procedure 4.23 .812 .659
Note; * denotes items also ranked highest in their individual categories
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Table E6
Reliability Analysis of Characteristics Indicating Quality
Category
Cronbach
Alpha Variable to be deleted
New
Cronbach
Alpha
Resources .583 Number of students .594
Faculty .713 Full/part-time faculty ratio .728
Students .667 Diversity of students .649
Student Services .784 Availability of student housing .815
Student Activities .651 Required work experience .665
Facilities .530 Public restaurant .623
Organization and
Administration .716 Degree of program director .745
Outcomes .722 Graduation rate .741
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APPENDIX F
THANK YOU LETTER AND POSTCARD FOR SURVEY PARTICIPANTS
April 21, 2006 
Dear Che(
Thank you for participating in the survey for my dissertation project, entitled 
Identifying the Characteristics o f and Quality Indicators fo r Associate Degree Culinary 
Arts Programs. Your assistance was invaluable in allowing me to successfully complete 
my study and my Ph D degree. I apologize for taking so long to send you the promised 
results of the survey. However, I had to wait until after I had defended my dissertation.
One hundred ninety-three culinary educators and 401 industry chefs completed 
the survey rating the importance of teaching specific professional and general education 
classes and the importance of various factors in determining the quality of associate 
degree culinary programs. The scale was from one to five, with one meaning not 
important and five meaning extremely important. The results showed that the most 
important professional courses, by highest mean score, were; Sanitation (4.92), Basic 
Cooking/Hot Foods -  Lab (4.79), Food and Beverage Cost Control (4.49), Menu 
Development (4.39), and Saucier (4.37). No professional courses had mean scores below 
3.0 meaning that all were considered important to some extent. The top five most 
important general education classes, by highest mean score, were Business Math (4.16) 
Computer Concepts (4.14), Public Speaking (3.76), Business Writing (3.74), and English 
Composition (3.61).
Analysis of the your ratings of the importance of specific characteristics in 
evaluating the quality of culinary arts associate degree programs revealed the five most 
important indicators of quality, based on the highest means, to be. Sanitation of Kitchen 
Laboratories (4.83), Industry Experience of Faculty (4.65), Subject Experience of Faculty 
(4.65), Required Internship (4.37), and Placement Rates (4.34). The five least important 
indicators of quality, based on the lowest means, were Low Number of Students per 
Instructor -  Lecture Classes (3.18), Gender Diversity of Faculty (3.06), Ethnic Diversity 
of Students (2.85), Gender Diversity of Students (2.77), and Type of Ownership of 
College (2.72).
I found statistically significant differences in the opinions of culinary educators 
and chefs regarding the importance ratings of 20 subjects and 17 characteristics. In
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general these differences were for subjects and characteristics that had fairly low 
importance ratings. However, the biggest difference was that culinary educators assigned 
a much greater importance to external advisory boards than industry chefs did. These 
advisory boards are often required by accrediting agencies and it is extremely important 
for schools to have input from chefs, suppliers, and other stakeholders.
I also assembled two databases regarding the actual degree requirements and 
characteristics of the programs. The results showed that the typical program was part of a 
public institution of higher education, offered an Associate of Science or Associate of 
Applied Science degree in Culinary Arts, operated on a semester system, and required 67 
credits to achieve the degree. The typical program meets the standards of a regional or 
national accrediting agency and has 187 students taught by 8 full-time and 6 part-time 
faculty members, approximately one-third of who are certified by professional 
organizations. In-state students at a public school can expect to pay under $10,000 in total 
tuition for the degree, while students at private or for-profit institutions pay over $30,000 
in total tuition. They would share each kitchen laboratory with 15 other students. Over 
75% of the associate degree culinary arts programs required their students to take Basic 
Cooking/ Hot Foods Laboratory, Foodservice Sanitation and Safety, Cooking Principles 
- Lecture, Advanced Cookery, Introduction to Baking, Nutrition, Garde Manger, and 
English Composition.
I used the information from the surveys and the two databases to develop a 
recommended curriculum and list of quality indicators for associate degree culinary arts 
programs. The enclosed tables show these results. I will post further information about 
the study and details about how to obtain a copy of the dissertation when it is published 
next year, on my website http://www.unlv.edu/facultv/iheitzman.
Again, I truly thank you for your assistance with my dissertation project. If you 
would like to participate in future studies or are a culinary educator and would be willing 
to assist me with surveying current students and graduates of your school, please fill out 
and return the enclosed stamped postcard. Also, if you would like to further discuss my 
study, feel free to call me at 702-895-3866 or e-mail me at jean.hertzmanfgiunlv.edu at 
any time. It is only with the support of people like yourself that we can continue to 
advance and improve culinary education.
Sincerely,
Chef Jean Hertzman, CCE
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Postcard Requesting Assistance with Future Research
TJNTV
Would you be willing to participate in friture studies? Yes No
Do you prefer receiving surveys by; Mail ____ E-mail/Intemet
 Phone____ Fax
Name ________________________________________
Phone Fax
E-mail Address
Educators: Would you be willing to provide contact information of current 
students or alumni of your program for future studies? Yes No
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